Legislative Apportionment in Indiana: a Case History by Wallace, Leon H.
Indiana Law Journal
Volume 42 | Issue 1 Article 2
Fall 1966
Legislative Apportionment in Indiana: a Case
History
Leon H. Wallace
Indiana University School of Law
Follow this and additional works at: http://www.repository.law.indiana.edu/ilj
Part of the Constitutional Law Commons, Legislation Commons, and the State and Local
Government Law Commons
This Article is brought to you for free and open access by the Law School
Journals at Digital Repository @ Maurer Law. It has been accepted for
inclusion in Indiana Law Journal by an authorized editor of Digital
Repository @ Maurer Law. For more information, please contact
wattn@indiana.edu.
Recommended Citation
Wallace, Leon H. (1966) "Legislative Apportionment in Indiana: a Case History," Indiana Law Journal: Vol. 42 : Iss. 1 , Article 2.
Available at: http://www.repository.law.indiana.edu/ilj/vol42/iss1/2
LEGISLATIVE APPORTIONMENT IN INDIANA: A CASE HISTORY
LEON H. WALLACEt
I
It may be prophetic of the impermanent solubility of the problem of
apportionment in representative government that the first presidential
veto by the first President of the United States was that of the first con-
gressional apportionment act. As the two-thirds majority necessary to
pass the bill over the President's veto could not be obtained, the bill
failed.'
While the problems of congressional apportionment are distinct and
the federal analogy may not be apt to state legislative apportionment, the
fact remains that the federal history has had its impact, and that congres-
sional reasoning has influenced the judgments of state constitution
makers, state legislatures, and state courts in dealing with state legislative
apportionment, long before "equal protection" became a factor, and has
even furnished the bases for state courts' interpretation and declaration of
the requirements of their respective state constitutions.
Washington's objection to the constitutional interpretation embodied
in the vetoed bill impelled him to his action.2 The bill, after giving each
state its constitutional one representative, would have allotted an addi-
tional representative for each additional unit of 33,000 population and
any major fraction thereof left over. After Washington's veto, the
Congress passed a bill which rejected, in each state, any remainders which
did not equal 33,000 persons.' Thus, the first method of congressional
apportionment was that of "rejected fractions," which gave an advan-
tage to the citizens of states with larger populations, because the rejected
fraction represented a smaller percentage of the total population in the
larger states than in the smaller.
t Charles McGuffey Hepburn Professor of Law, Indiana University School of Law.
I wish to acknowledge the invaluable assistance of my wife in the preparation of
this article; she prepared all the mathematical computations in the analyses of the
various apportionment acts included in the appendixes, researched newspaper files, legis-
lative journals, reports of state officers, and generally assisted in the preparation and
organization of the materials.
I wish also to recognize the work of my secretary, Mrs. Marie J. Mills, for much
of the typing and correcting of the appendixes, and the work of Mrs. Ute Jansen in the
preparation of the maps.
1. 3 ANNALS OF CONG. 540-41 (1792).
2. U S. CONST. art. I, § 2(3) provides that "The number of Representatives shall
not exceed one for every thirty thousand, but each State shall have at least one Repre-
sentative .. "
3. 1 Stat. 253 (1792).
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Forty years later, after the census of 1830, Daniel Webster renewed
the fight to give a state an extra seat for a major fraction, but was un-
successful both in his efforts and his arithmetic. The population base,
however, was increased to 47,770."
In 1842, the base was increased to 70,680, and the act specified "one
additional representative for each State having a fraction greater than
one moiety of said ratio,"' as it was then called. This adopted in prin-
ciple the method of the vetoed bill of 1792, and of Webster's efforts
ten years earlier.
A refinement of this method was enacted in 1850 which has come to
be known as the Vinton Method, because of its sponsor.6 The total na-
tional population was divided by the number of members in the House of
Representatives. This quotient was then divided into the population of
each state, which gave the quota for each state. Each state was then as-
signed its constitutional member, followed by an assignment of additional
members for each whole number in its predetermined quota. The re-
maining unassigned members were given to those states with the highest
fractions remaining.
Although in each succeeding apportionment the number of represen-
tatives was increased until it reached 435 in 1911,' the Vinton Method was
followed until 1941, when Congress amended the automatic reapportion-
ment act of 1929,8 and changed the method to that of equal proportions,9
which still prevails.
This method is applied so that the average population for each rep-
resentative has the least possible variation between states.
The Congress apportions to the states the number in the national
House of Representatives, but the problem of exactly how much control
either the Congress, or the federal judiciary, in imposing "equal protec-
tion of the laws" under the Fourteenth Amendment of the United States
Constitution, will exert over the states in the method, manner, and pre-
cise requirements not spelled out in the Constitution itself still leaves some
questions unanswered, even though intermittent efforts of the Congress
and the courts on the requirements of districting, and contiguity, com-
pactness, and equality of population thereof have been a matter of con-
4. 4 Stat. 516 (1832).
5. 5 Stat. 491 (1842).
6. 9 Stat. 432 (1850).
7. 37 Stat. 13 (1911).
8. 46 Stat. 21 (1929).
9. 55 Stat. 761 (1941).
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cern for the last century and a quarter. °
This federal background is particularly relevant to Indiana. In
Parker v. State ex rel. Powell" and Denney v. State ex rel. Basler2 (here-
after referred to as Parker and Denney 3), the Indiana Supreme Court,
interpreting Indiana's Constitution of 1851, took judicial notice of the
history of congressional apportionment, Denney more extensively but less
accurately than Parker. Both wove into the fabric of the Indiana Con-
stitution the "major fraction" method. Both quoted Daniel Webster at
some length, and Denney mentioned him by name twice more for good
measure. Denney, out of the federal heritage, has imposed upon Indiana
some state constitutional doctrine that would have been unsatisfactory if
applied in 1896, and is untenable in 1966, but which has not been dealt
with except by necessary inference.
However, neither history nor analysis of Indiana reapportionment
and redistricting would be complete or accurate without a brief backdrop
of the federal history, apart from the "equal protection" element which
has affected most of the states since the Supreme Court of the United
States filed its opinions in Baker v. Carr" and, two years later, in
Reynolds v. Sims, and its companion cases in which opinions were filed
on the same day.15
II
As far as Indiana is concerned, the first significant cornerstone of
representative government was "An Ordinance for the Government of
the Territory of the United States Northwest of the River Ohio," passed
by the Confederation Congress on July 13, 1787.10
The principle of representation was simple. It was to be based on
10. See 5 Stat. 491 (1842) ; 12 Stat. 572 (1862) ; 17 Stat. 28 (1872) ; 31 Stat. 733
(1901) ; opinion of Mr. Justice Frankfurter reviewing this development in Colegrove v.
Green, 328 U.S. 549 (1946) ; Wesberry v. Sanders, 376 U.S. 1 (1964) ; Fortson v. Dor-
sey, 379 U.S. 433 (1965).
11. 133 Ind. 178, 194, 32 N.E. 836, 33 N.E. 119, 13 L.R.A. 567 (1893).
12. 144 Ind. 503, 522, 524, 532, 42 N.E. 929, 31 L.R.A. 726 (1896). A third case,
Brooks v. State ex rel. Singer, 162 Ind. 568, 70 N.E. 980 (1904), hereinafter referred to
as Brooks, adds no new constitutional doctrine.
13. In the appellate briefs in Denney the name is correctly spelled Denny, the ap-
pellant in Denney being William M. Denny, Clerk of the Circuit Court of Sullivan
County, Indiana. This case is not to be confused with another, which also involved an
interpretation of the Indiana Constitution, entitled It re Denny, 156 Ind. 104, 59 N.E.
359, 51 L.R.A. 722 (1901). It re Demy does not concern apportionment.
14. 369 U.S. 186 (1962).
15. 377 U.S. 533 (1964); WMCA v. Lomenzo, 377 U.S. 633 (1964) ; Maryland
Comm. v. Tawes, 377 U.S. 656 (1964); Davis v. Mann, 377 U.S. 678 (1964); Ro-
man v. Sincock, 377 U.S. 695 (1964) ; Lucas v. Colorado General Assembly, 377 U.S.
713 (1964).
16. 32 JOURNALS OF THE CONTINENTAL CONGREss 334-43 (Hill ed. 1936).
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population, and was to represent local units. "So soon as there shall be
five thousand free male inhabitants, of full age, in the district, upon giv-
ing proof thereof to the governor, they shall receive authority, with time
and place, to elect representatives from their counties or townships, to
represent them in the General Assembly; provided, that for every five
hundred free male inhabitants, there shall be one representative, and so
on, progressively, with the number of free male inhabitants, shall the
right of representation increase, until the number of representatives shall
amount to twenty-five; after which the number and proportion of repre-
sentatives shall be regulated by the legislature. .... "
No thought was given, apparently, to the possibility of counties or
townships being joined together to elect a single representative, for the
last paragraph of the section reads: "The representatives thus elected,
shall serve for the term of two years; and in case of the death of a repre-
sentative, or removal from office, the governor shall issue a writ to the
county or township for which he was a member, to elect another in his
stead, to serve for the residue of the term."
These representatives would nominate ten freeholders, residents of
the district, from whom Congress would select five, who would constitute
a legislative council. The legislature would consist of the Governor, the
Legislative Council, and the House of Representatives. It was not until
1809 that the Legislative Council became elective by the qualified voters
in their five respective districts.
Owning a freehold in fifty acres of land in the district, having been
a citizen of one of the states, and being resident in the district, or a like
freehold and two years residence in the district, were necessary to qualify
a man as an elector of a representative.
In 1787, however, these were only statements of principle as far as
the geography of the present State of Indiana was concerned. They ap-
plied to a vast territory with few established settlements, covering the
present States of Illinois, Indiana, Ohio, Michigan, Wisconsin, and east-
ern Minnesota. The only old settlement in that part which now is Indiana
was at Vincennes, and that was a French settlement of long standing
with no early ties to the United States.
By 1809, the Indiana Territory had been reduced to the approximate
present boundaries of the State. New settlements and counties had been
created north of the Ohio River. In 1813, the territorial legislature pro-
vided for one representative to each of the ten counties by that time
created.
7
17. Ind. Terr. Acts 1813, ch. 16 (2d Sess.). This act also provided "that if any
new county or counties shall be hereafter erected, previous to any alteration in the pres-
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In 1812, Congress recommended an official census of the Indiana
Territory."8 The territorial legislature provided that such a census should
be taken by the "listers of taxes" in 1815.'" The results of the census
were submitted to Congress, along with a formal petition of the territorial
legislature, adopted December 11, 1815, asking admission to the Union.20
The petition contained a recommendation for the number of representa-
tives to the proposed constitutional convention from the different
counties.21
After the legislature had adjourned it was discovered that through
an oversight 1,174 of the total population of Harrison County had not
been included in the census as reported. A memorial was addressed to
Congress, with depositions concerning the omission, asking that the coun-
ty be given an additional representative. A modern note was struck in
the petition when it was pointed out that one area of the State (the west-
ern or "lower" section) would not be sufficiently represented in com-
parison with another area (the eastern or "upper" section) unless the
mistake was rectified.
22
Congress accordingly gave Harrison County five representatives in-
stead of four, as originally suggested. Otherwise, the recommendations
of the legislature were accepted by Congress in the Enabling Act of April
19, 1816.2
An analysis of the representation authorized by the original plan in-
dicates that the population of the smallest county, Warrick, 280, was used
as the base figure for one representative, with each county receiving the
nearest multiple which its population indicated. As the census was origi-
nally reported, the total voting population was 12,112; the number of
delegates was forty-two, which gave an average population represented
by each delegate of 288. 2  On this basis, representation was distributed
ent appointment, there shall be elected for each and every new county so erected, one rep-
resentative. .. ."
18. 24 ANNALS OF CONG. 1247 (1812).
19. Ind. Terr. Acts 1814, p. 92.
20. 29 ANNALS OF CONG. 460 (1816).
21. See app. A. Four counties, each with fewer than 500 free male inhabitants
over the age of twenty-one years, were accorded representation in the Constitutional
Convention of 1816.
22. 8 TERRITORIAL PAPERS OF THE UNITED STATES 369-72 (Carter ed. 1939).
23. 29 ANNALS OF CONG. 460 (1816).
24. See app. A. Throughout these discussions, unless otherwise indicated, the pop-
ulation figures given will refer to those enumerated as "all the white male inhabitants
over the age of twenty-one years" (IND. CONST. art. III, § 2 (1816) and IND. CONST. art.
4, § 4) for all years prior to 1877. The word "white" was deleted by Ind. Acts 1877,
ch. 38, and by constitutional amendment in 1881. Therefore, from 1877 all males over
the age of twenty-one years are included in population figures. Only in the figures for
the last use of the act of 1921 and for the acts of 1963 and 1965, based on the United
States Census, have women been included. See discussion of these acts, infra. [Note:
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as fairly as possible.
The Enabling Act fixed the date of the election of delegates for May
13, 1816-three weeks after the date of passage-and the assembling of
the convention for June 10. Nevertheless, with only about ten days' actual
notice in the Territory, the election was held, and forty-three delegates
were duly elected in accordance with the census of the thirteen counties
named in the petition to Congress. After the passage of the petition by
the territorial legislature, and before its approval by Congress, two new
counties had been "erected" by the legislature, but their voting population
was reflected in the census figures of the counties named in the petition. '
III
On Monday, June 10, 1816, the Convention of the Indiana Territory
met in the town of Corydon, to which the territorial capital had been re-
moved in 1813 from Vincennes. The delegates promptly elected Jona-
than Jennings, the territorial delegate in Congress, as President, and Wil-
liam Hendricks as Secretary. No record of the discussions was made,
but the journal of the convention is clear and concise.
These forty-three men, the most prominent in their respective coun-
ties, almost all of whom, as far as available records show, had come into
the Territory since 1800, met with a sense of purpose, to decide whether
a state government should be formed and, if so, how it would be formed.
They promptly decided that a state government should be formed, and
proceeded with equal promptness to the business of doing it.
Many of the major provisions of their new constitution were taken
with only minor variations, from the constitutions, then in force, of Ohio,
Kentucky, and Virginia.
Article I, the Bill of Rights, was taken almost without change from
the Virginia Constitution."6 Article II, dealing with the separation of
powers, was taken from the Kentucky Constitution, and article III, con-
cerned with the legislative department, was taken, with slight change,
from the Ohio Constitution.
Throughout this article, frequent reference will be made to the Indiana Constitutions of
1816 and 1851. The Indiana Constitution of 1816 will be so designated, and the Indiana
Constitution of 1851, the present constitution, will be cited without reference to the year
of adoption.]
25. Ind. Terr. Acts 1815, ch. 1 (approved Dec. 18, 1815): Jackson County was
erected out of the counties of Washington and Jefferson as of Jan. 1, 1816. Ind. Terr.
Acts 1815, ch. 12 (approved Dec. 26, 1815): Orange County was erected out of the
counties of Washington, Gibson, and Knox, as of Feb. 1, 1816. The census figures for
the counties of Washington, Jefferson, Gibson, and Knox included the voting population
of the two new counties of Jackson and Orange.
26. IND. CoNsT. art. I, § 2 (1816) : "All power is inherent in the people, and all
free government is founded on their authority and instituted for their peace, safety and
happiness."
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The delegates provided for the direct election by the voters of only
the Governor and Lieutenant Governor, and members of the General As-
sembly. All other state officers were to be elected by the General Assem-
bly, the two houses acting jointly. Judges of the supreme court were to
be appointed by the Governor, with the advice and consent of the Senate.
The presidents of the circuit courts were to be appointed "by the joint
ballot of both branches of the General Assembly." On the county level,
the sheriff and coroner were the only elective constitutional officers.
Their most original contribution was their recognition of the duty
of the state to educate all its citizens and so insure an informed electorate.2
Seventeen working days after it had convened, "the convention
adjourned without day," on Saturday, June 29, 1816. The members
had left the organization of state and local government for the most part
to the General Assembly.
Pursuant to the Enabling Act of 1816 the constitution was effective
at once without ratification by the voters. On December 11, 1816, by a
joint resolution, Congress admitted the new State of Indiana to the
Union.28
The Constitution of 1816 contained an apportionment which was
to be used "until the first enumeration shall be made, as directed by this
constitution."2 9 An analysis of this constitutional apportionment of the
General Assembly for the first five years of statehood has been made,
although some of the voting population figures used may not be precisely
accurate."
The number of representatives was set at twenty-nine, with ten
senators. The House allocation was composed entirely of single-county
districts, with every county receiving at least one representative. There
were now fifteen counties, with the addition of Jackson and Orange.
These provisions resulted in an unequal representation when compared
with the representation for the constitutional convention, since several
counties had populations much smaller than the average or "ideal" dis-
trict. The fourteen seats remaining after assigning one to each county
were distributed fairly in accordance with population.
From the beginning, there was recognition of the necessity of group-
ing counties for Senate districts; this constitutional apportionment cre-
27. IND. CONST. art. IX, § 2 (1816) provided: "It shall be the duty of the general
assembly, as soon as circumstances will permit, to provide by law, for a general system
of education, ascending in a regular gradation from township schools to a state univer-
sity, wherein tuition shall be gratis, and equally open to all."
28. 30 ANNALS OF CONG. 20 (1816).
29. IND. CONST. art. XII, § 9 (1816).
30. See apps. B-1, B-2.
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ated one two-county district, and two composed of three counties each.
The remaining seven single-county districts had a population range from
1,430 (Franklin) to 902 (Dearborn). A modem court would say that the
maximum population-variance ratio was 1.59-to-1, and might add that
this was at least arguably constitutional (under the federal constitution) .
Provisions of the 1816 Constitution for future apportionment acts
included:
1. An enumeration of all the white male inhabitants
above the age of twenty-one years shall be made every five
years beginning with the year 1820.
2. The number of representatives shall, at the several
periods of making such enumeration, be fixed by the General
Assembly, and apportioned among the several counties, accord-
ing to the number of white male inhabitants above the age of
twenty-one years in each.
3. The House of Representatives shall have no less than
twenty-five nor more than thirty-six members until the total
enumerated population reaches 22,000; after that there shall be
not less than thirty-six nor more than one-hundred represen-
tatives.
4. Representatives shall be elected annually for one-year
terms.
5. Senators shall be elected for three-year terms; those
chosen at the first election are to be divided by lot into three
classes, as nearly as may be, to receive terms of one, two, and
three years, so that one-third shall be elected each year there-
after.
6. The number of senators shall at the periods of making
the enumeration before mentioned, be fixed by the General As-
sembly, and apportioned among the various counties or districts,
to be established by law, according to the number of white male
inhabitants of the age of twenty-one years in each, and shall
never be less than one-third, nor more than one-half, of the
number of representatives. 2
The General Assembly was to meet every year, on the first Monday
in December, with no restriction on the length of the session." The
Governor was given the power to convene special sessions "on extra-
31. See, e.g., Lucas v. Colorado General Assembly, 377 U.S. 713, 727-28 (1964).
32. IND. CoNsT. art. 11, §§ 2, 3, 5, 6 (1816).
33. IND. CONST. art III, § 25 (1816).
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ordinary occasions."34
It will be noted that nothing was said specifically about either com-
bining or dividing counties, but the different wording seems to imply
that it was intended that counties could be grouped into districts for al-
lotting Senate seats but not for seats in the House of Representatives.
IV
If it was the intention of the convention delegates to give every
county at least one representative, they failed to accomplish their purpose,
because the first legislative apportionment made by the General Assem-
bly, in 1821, contained four single-member, multi-county districts for
seats in the House of Representatives."3 Two of these were composed
entirely of new counties: Daviess-Martin, and Greene-Owen-Morgan,
although some new counties had representatives of their own. Approxi-
mately 25 percent of the members of both houses of this General Assem-
bly of 1820-1821 had been delegates in the constitutional convention four
and one-half years earlier.
In addition to the single-member, multi-county district in the House,
this first legislative apportionment in the General Assembly contained
another new feature-the division of a county, with a specified portion
placed in one district, and the remainder in another.3 6 The district com-
posed of Spencer, Perry, Dubois, and part of Warrick was identical in
the House and in the Senate, receiving one representative and one senator,
thus introducing a practice, which was to grow with the years, of giving
the same county or district one seat in each house, apparently in an effort
to compensate under-representation in the House with over-representa-
tion in the Senate.
It is apparent that one commonly-held belief concerning the history
of apportionment acts is based on a misconception-namely, the notion
that in the beginning it was simple and easy to apportion the legislature
because the counties were all about the same size. In the census of 1815,
Franklin (1,430) was more than five times the size of Warrick (280),
and by 1835 Wayne (4,174) was more than twenty-two times the size of
White (189). These figures do not, of course, approach modern vari-
34. IND. CONST. art. IV, § 13 (1816).
35. Ind. Acts 1820-1821, ch. 34, p. 87.
36. Senate: Posey, Vanderburgh, and so much of Warrick as is included in
Boon and Anderson townships, one senator; Spencer, Perry, Dubois, and so much of
Warrick County as is included in Luce Township, one senator. Ind. Acts 1820-1821 ch.
34, § 2. House: Vanderburgh and so much of Warrick County as is included in Boon
and Anderson Townships, one representative; Spencer, Perry, Dubois, and so much of
Warrick County as is included in Luce Township, one representative. Ind. Acts 1820-
1821, ch. 34, § 1.
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ances, but they do indicate that voting population differences were always
great enough to create problems.
Although the General Assembly had duly passed an act" providing
for the enumeration which was taken in 1820, and although enumera-
tions were made in 1825 and 1830, complete records of them, if such
records ever existed, are not available,"s and any analysis of the appor-
tionment acts39 presumably based on them is not presently possible. The
constant formation of new counties by dividing the established ones cre-
ated a continuous change in the population of counties thus reduced in
size.4  Population growth was rapid. The 1815 census gave a total of
63,897 inhabitants, which increased to 147,600 in the United States Cen-
sus of 1820, and reached 343,021 in the 1830 census. Thus, the first ap-
portionment act for which a mathematical analysis is attempted, and even
then only a partial one, is the act of 1836."'
Certain features of these early acts should be noticed, however, as
the General Assembly sought various methods of adapting the practical
aspects of apportionment to the requirements of the constitution.
The act of 1821 divided a county; this division was not repeated in
the act of 1826. It occurred for the last time in the act of 1836, but was
discussed with disapproval in the Constitutional Convention of 1850-
1851. In the apportionment of the House in 1826, there was another in-
novation-one which was to be used increasingly for many years, and
which would be the topic of much discussion in the Constitutional Con-
vention of 1850-1851, by which time it had acquired a commonly ac-
cepted name.
This innovation was the float. Whatever its origin, it was different
from a simple multi-county district, and from the "floterial" or "flo-
torial" (Texas version)," which developed over a century ago, and which
has received so much recent attention.
The "float" in Indiana began modestly, and perhaps in a good faith
effort to deal with "fractions." Two contiguous counties, Fayette and
37. Ind. Acts 1819-1820, ch. 71.
38. 1919 INDIANA YEAR BooKc 962 reports these totals; in 1820, 22,731 (incomplete);
in 1825, 36,977 (incomplete); in 1830, 28,314 (for twenty-eight counties only although
the apportionment act of 1831 lists sixty-three counties).
39. See Ind. Acts 1820-1821, ch. 34; Ind. Acts 1825-1826, ch. 4; Ind. Rev. Laws
1831, ch. 94.
40. Three interim acts were passed to adjust apportionment as new counties were
formed: Ind. Acts 1822-1823, ch. 56; Ind. Acts 1828-1829, ch. 5; Ind. Acts 1833-1834,
ch. 2. Some acts establishing new counties did, and some did not, make provision there-
in for representation of the new counties.
41. Ind. Gen. Laws 1835-1836, ch. 1.
42. See Kilgarlin v. Martin, 252 F. Supp. 404, 418 (S.D. Tex. 1966), for an excel-
lent discussion by Noel, J.
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Union, were given one representative each, "and one additional repre-
sentative to be elected each year alternately, by one of the said last named
counties, commencing in the said County of Fayette."43  Thus Fayette
was entitled to a second representative in three years of the five-year
period covered by the act, while Union received a second representative in
two of the five years.
This act of 1826 provided for a Senate of twenty-one members, with
no county or district electing more than one senator. There were to be
fifty-eight members in the House of Representatives. There were now
fifty-three counties. Wayne and Dearborn were each given four House
seats, and several other counties were given more than one. Twelve single-
member, multi-county districts were formed. Provision was made for
territory beginning to be settled but not yet formed into counties in such
language as this: "The counties of Montgomery, Fountain, and all the
country north of the last named counties, and north of Vermillion, to the
Indian boundary, one representative."
Pressures for representation for increasing population and newly-
created counties were met at least in part by adding nine senators and
seventeen representatives in the act of 1831." No county received more
than one Senate seat, although the total population of Wayne, according
to the United States Census of 1830, had reached 18,589, while Parke
received a Senate seat with a total population of 7,534. However, Wayne
was given four representatives and Parke only one, which indicates an
effort to compensate in total representation.
Three "floats" were used in apportionment of the House, giving ad-
ditional representation to (1) Clark and Floyd, (2) Vermillion and
Parke, and (3) Knox and the district composed of Daviess and Martin
voting jointly. These were the same type of alternate-year, contiguous
county "floats" as in the act of 1826, except that a multi-county district
was included as one of the partners.
The act of 1831 introduced another new variety of district when
Montgomery and Clinton were given two representatives jointly-the
43. Ind. Acts 1825-1826, ch. 4, § 2. For a modern court's disapproval of the prin-
ciple of intermittent additional representation, see Nolan v. Rhodes, 251 F. Supp. 584,
586 (S.D. Ohio 1965), aff'd, 383 U.S. 104 (1966). The court, recounting the history of
the Ohio apportionment cases, refers to its interlocutory order of October 18, 1965, in
Blosser v. Rhodes (Civ. A. No. 7585, consolidated with Nolan v. Rhodes, supra), holding
that the Senate of the Ohio General Assembly was malapportioned, for several reasons,
one being "that the provision (Ohio Cons., Art. XI, Sec. 6a) providing for a varying
number of Senators from the same district for different legislative sessions during a
decennial period results in underrepresentation for some sessions and overrepresentation
for others, but never for reasonably exact representation ..
44. Ind. Rev. Laws 1831, ch. 94, p. 503.
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earliest example of one type of district proscribed in Denney45 sixty-five
years later. This was a district composed of two contiguous counties,
one of which did, and one of which did not, have sufficient population to
be entitled to a seat of its own." Precisely this type of district was
used47 almost seventy years after Denney in the acts of the Second Spe-
cial Session of 1965, and judicially approved48 (as far as "equal protec-
tion" was concerned), as one means of solving the problem of counties
with large fractions left over when the population of the county is di-
vided by the number for an "ideal" district.
Eighteen thirty-six was the year of promise. The whole northern
part of the State was being settled and developed. Twenty-one new
counties had been formed since 1831, stretching from Jay to Porter, and
from White to Steuben. Owners of the rich farmlands needed only ac-
cess to markets to enjoy universal prosperity. The Wabash and Erie
Canal was well under construction, and would provide a waterway from
Lake Erie to the Wabash, the Ohio, and to the Mississippi, rolling cease-
lessly along to New Orleans. All other parts of the State would share
in the new economic Utopia, for the Mammoth Internal Improvement
Act49 would provide a canal, a railroad, or at the very least a macadamized
turnpike for almost every section of the State-and all these projects
would be self-supporting and profitable; all could be undertaken simul-
taneously. Only unhonored prophets of doom worried about such mat-
ters as total indebtedness and interest payments.5"
In this aura of expansiveness, it was natural to increase the size of
the legislature, from thirty senators to forty-seven, and from seventy-five
representatives to one hundred, the constitutional maximum.51
Although ratios of actual representation to rightful representation
deviated sharply in each house, an effort seems to have been made in the
1836 act to compensate in one house for under-representation in the other.
Thus, seven counties with populations in excess of the ideal for one
representative, but less than that for a senator, were each given one seat
45. See note 12 supra.
46. See FIFTH CENSUS OF THE UNITED STATES (1830) : Montgomery, 7,386; Clin-
ton, 1,423. The population of the State was 344,508. For seventy-five House seats, the
ideal district would have been 4,593. (These are total population figures.)
47. Ind. Acts 1965, ch. 5 (2d Spec. Sess.); app. V-2, "House Plan C." See, e.g.,
District 18, in which Grant, 44,924, and Blackford, 8,933, were given two seats jointly;
the "ideal" district was 27,779.
48. Stout v. Bottorff, 249 F. Supp. 488 (S.D. Ind. 1965).
49. Ind. Gen. Laws 1835-1836, ch. 2, p. 6.
50. See discussion infra, V, of Constitutional Convention of 1850-1851 for the ef-
fect of the disappointment of all these hopes on constitutional provisions regarding state
indebtedness and legislative powers.
51. See apps. C-1, C-2.
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in each house, so that their total representation came somewhere near the
norm. "Floats" also were used in the act of 1836, for apportionment of
House districts, on a more complicated schedule than theretofore, involv-
ing fifteen counties in five distinct areas each of which was composed of
contiguous counties, with the total representation of an area remaining
constant throughout the five-year period, while the counties within the
areas were given representation which varied from year to year.
The apportionment act of 18412 continued the practice of adjusting
total representation by giving to each of ten counties one seat in each
house.5" It will be seen that this resulted in a considerable distortion in
the Senate, with 20 percent of its fifty members coming from counties
thus over-represented in that branch. In modern times, one would say
that a majority of the Senate was elected by only 42.6 percent of the total
population. The ratio of the largest district to the smallest was 2.9 to 1.
In the House, individual variations were even greater, with a ratio
between largest and smallest districts of 3.1 to 1. There were variations
even among counties which did not receive compensating over-represen-
tation in the Senate; Delaware, for example, with a population of 1,692,
received one representative, as did Dubois with only 702, and Crawford
with 796.
The most notable feature of the act of 1841, however, was that it
created "floats" which really floated, without regard to contiguity of
some of the counties receiving additional representation in specified
years. Some "floats" were established in the familiar language: "The
counties of Montgomery and Putnam shall elect, each, two representa-
tives; and said counties of Montgomery and Putnam shall elect one ad-
ditional representative alternately, commencing with the county of Mont-
gomery."54 But Jefferson, after being listed as one of the counties en-
titled to two representatives, was later in the act given an additional rep-
resentative in the years 1841, 1843, 1844, and 1845, while no county
contiguous to Jefferson received the extra representative in 1842. It
may be inferred that it went to Rush, since that is the only year in which
that county received an additional representative. In other instances,
however, it would be difficult, if not impossible, to determine which
county was the beneficiary of a specific seat which had been allotted to
another county in other years, because there were several "floats" abroad.
It may be noted also that Monroe and Brown participated in an in-
termittent Denney type district. Always voting jointly, the two counties
52. Ind. Gen. Laws 1840-1841, ch. 10, p. 48.
53. See apps. D-1, D-2.
54. Ind. Gen. Laws 1840-1841, ch. 10, § 4.
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received one representative in the years 1841, 1843, and 1845, but re-
ceived two in the years 1842 and 1844. Thus Brown, with a population
of only 399, when the ideal district was 1,276, had a "voice" in the selec-
tion of two representatives in two elections during the five-year period,
while Monroe, with 1,788, never elected a representative independently.
The act of 18465" almost defies understanding, description, or analy-
sis. Only through the process of tracing the development of the "floats"
from their innocuous beginnings, and by noting the development of the
practice of balancing total representation in the two houses of the legis-
lature, can one arrive at some comprehension of how this apportionment
came to exist. Voters in general must have had little grasp of its
complexities.
Fifty senators were elected from fifty districts, with a population
variance ratio of 2.64 to 1, ranging from 5,455 in the district composed
of Clay, Vigo, and Sullivan, to 2,066 in Johnson. In the House, among
counties whose representation remained constant throughout the five-
year period, Shelby, with a population of 2,563, received one representa-
tive, as did Posey, with 900, which gives a ratio of 2.85 to 1, if con-
sidered without reference to Senate figures. However, a glance at the
total representation or combined ratios 6 shows that eleven counties which
were under-represented in the House, with one seat each, were each given
one senator also, which over-represented them in that branch of the legis-
lature. Many other compensations occurred between the two houses,
with the result that the deviations in the combined ratios were more ac-
ceptable than in either house alone.
The problem of "holdover" senators in changing districts arose and
was dealt with in specific provisions of this act. The result reached seems
to be the same as that in the latest 1965 act, approved by the United States
District Court for the Southern District of Indiana (Senate Plan B), that
senators should serve out their terms, and the rearranged districts must
wait until that time before electing their senators under the terms of the
new act.
"Floats" reached their high tide in this act, involving thirty counties
and thirty-nine representatives." The importance of this act of 1846 is
55. See apps. E-1, E-2.
56. See app. E-3.
57. Sixteen of these counties were paired in various ways:
[T]he counties of Cass and Richardville [Howard] shall elect one representa-
tive, and two in the year 1846; . . . the counties of Clinton and Tipton shall
elect one representative, and two in the years 1848 and 1850; . . . the coun-
ties of LaGrange and Noble shall jointly elect one representative and one each
in 1846 and 1850; . . . Monroe and Brown shall each elect one representative
in the years 1846, 1848, and 1850, and one jointly 1847 and 1849; . . . Daviess
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that its defects were ever-present in the minds of the delegates to the en-
suing Constitutional Convention of 1850-1851, who were themselves
elected in accordance with its apportionment of the General Assembly for
the year 1850." This resulted in a convention of 150 members, and in
a more generous representation of those counties and districts which re-
ceived extra seats in the year 1850 than of those whose "floats" had
come in previous years. Also, those counties whose proper legislative
balance had been achieved by over-representation in the Senate were put
at a disadvantage by this arrangement, since one senator had a voting
power equivalent to two representatives in the legislature, while the sena-
torial delegate had only the same vote in the convention as one elected
from a House district. The convention was, therefore, less fairly "ap-
portioned" than the legislature for the year 1850, and variances were
much greater than those for the average of the five-year period covered
by the act of 1846, with its distribution of additional representation over
the various years of the period.59
The 35th General Assembly met while the convention was still in
session, and passed the last apportionment act under the 1816 Constitu-
tion.6" Perhaps the members had listened to some of the criticism of
previous acts by the delegates in the convention, because they reduced the
number of "floats" to affect only thirteen counties, and the pattern of
these was greatly simplified. They may have listened also to the con-
tinuing attempts, narrowly lost, in the convention to assign at least one
representative to each county. In any event, in the act of 1851, the Gen-
eral Assembly gave separate representation in the House to eleven coun-
ties, and to two districts, White-Benton and Pulaski-Jasper, none of
which had even the two-thirds of the population for an ideal district
which many members of the convention had asserted to be a reasonable
and Martin shall each elect one representative in the years 1847 and 1849, and
one representative jointly, in the years 1846, 1848 and 1850; . . . the counties
of Orange and Crawford shall each elect one representative in the years 1847,
1849 and 1850, and two jointly in 1846 and 1848; . . . Ohio and Switzerland
shall jointly elect two representatives in 1847 and 1849, and one in 1846, 1848
and 1850; . . . Miami and Wabash shall each elect one representative in 1846,
1848 and 1850, and one jointly in the years 1847 and 1849.
The remaining fourteen counties were simply assigned representation which varied
from year to year, with no indication of any relationship between them, and with no
regard for a consistent total within areas composed of contiguous counties.
58. Ind. Gen. Laws 1849-1850, ch. 29. Two modifications of this apportionment
were made in the act calling the convention. First, the voters of Hamilton County
alone were to elect the senatorial delegate from the senatorial district of Hamilton,
Boone, and Tipton counties. Second, the counties of Daviess and Martin, which
jointly elected one senator and one representative, were given one delegate each sep-
arately. Ind. Gen. Laws 1849-1850, ch. 29, § 12.
59. See app. E-2.
60. See apps. F-I, F-2; Ind. Gen. Laws 1851, ch. 4, p. 9.
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minimum.
Decatur, with a population of 2,969, had one representative, as did
Blackford with 516, a ratio of 5.75 to 1; but Decatur with one Senate
seat was not seriously under-represented overall. Brown, population 774,
with one representative, and a high ratio of actual representation to right-
ful representation in the Senate also, was the most favored county. In
many instances, the old practice was followed of compensating in one
house for deficiencies in the other. Although reference to political con-
siderations has been avoided here, the conclusion is inescapable that such
considerations must have determined many of the provisions of this act,
which departed further from population standards than any of its
predecessors.
V
In 1850 there was called a "Convention for the Revision of the
Constitution [of 1816] in pursuance of an act of the last General Assem-
bly, to provide for the call of convention of the People of the State of
Indiana to revise, amend or alter the Constitution of said State." It was
brought to order at Indianapolis in the hall of the House of Representa-
tives at ten o'clock, A. M., on Monday, October 7, 1850, by Charles H.
Test, Secretary of State of Indiana."'
Proceeding to the business of organization, it elected Mr. George W.
Carr, of Lawrence County, as President of the Convention. 2 Mr. Carr,
thereafter referred to only as Mr. President, had been presiding officer
of the Indiana House of Representatives for its last two sessions. Of the
150 delegates to the convention, 134 voted for Mr. Carr, six abstained
(not because they opposed Mr. Carr, but because they believed there
should have been open nominations, rather than a specific motion to elect
Mr. Carr), and ten had not yet arrived at the convention.
When Mr. President adjourned the convention sine die at the close
of its meeting, convened at six o'clock, A.M., on Monday, February 10,
1851, after more than four months of daily sessions (other than Sundays
and holidays), the convention had not only revised, amended, and altered
the Constitution of 1816, but had produced a new and complete consti-
tution for submission to the voters of Indiana,6" who subsequently ap-
proved it at the election on August 4, 1851. This approval was an-
nounced by Governor Joseph A. Wright by proclamation on September 3,
61. JOURNAL OF THE INDIANA CO NSTITUTIONAL CONVENTION OF 1850-1851, p. 3
[hereinafter cited as JOURNAL] ; 1 DEBATES AND PROCEEDINGS OF THE INDIANA CONSTI-
TUTIONAL CONVENTION OF 1850-1851, at 3 [hereinafter cited as DEBATES].
62. JOURNAL p. 7; 1 DEBATES 5.
63. JOURNAL p. 998; 2 DEBATES 2078.
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1851, and the new constitution became effective by its own provision on
November 1, 1851.84
All of the delegates of this convention were acutely aware of the
impending bankruptcy of the State of Indiana as a result of the continu-
ing construction of the Wabash and Erie Canal, and of the passage by the
General Assembly in 1836 of the popularly named Mammoth Internal
Improvement Act, 5 under which almost $13,000,000 had been borrowed
by the State (one-sixth of its then-estimated total wealth) to finance a
crash program to construct canals, macadamized turnpikes, and railroads.
The improvement program, as indicated earlier, had raised high hopes
that its cost would be repaid by its revenues, but was reaping bitter dis-
illusionment by 1850."0
As a result, many of the delegates, themselves members or former
members of the General Assembly, were profoundly suspicious of the
wisdom of legislatures, and of the people. 7
Many of them mistrusted corporations, whether railroad or bank-
ing,"8 public higher education,69 and lawyers. 0 One delegate proposed to
64. IND. CONST., Schedule.
65. Ind. Gen. Laws 1835-1836, ch. 2, p. 6; see also 1 DEBATES 676 (Mr. Kilgore of
Delaware County).
66. 1 DEBATES 677. Mr. Pettit of Tippecanoe (a member of Congress who intro-
duced in every session a resolution to dispense with the House chaplain) :
I am utterly opposed to the creating of a public debt which was contracted
under an excitement unparalleled in the history of the country. . . . By pro-
ducing a state of feverish excitement, a measure can be carried at the polls
for borrowing any amount of money .... A burnt child dreads the fire-and
this State has been most dreadfully burned in this regard. What is the position
of Indiana today (?) . . . She has no name except for an almost abandoned
public faith and ruined public credit. She has walked to the brink of re-
pudiation and public disgrace.
Instead, then, of allowing any opportunity for a future Legislature to
contract another public debt, insert a positive Constitutional provision against it
in every possible form ...
67. 1 DEBATES 675. Mr. Zenor of Harrison: "It was not only the representatives
who did wrong; it was the people who instructed them to do just what they did do ...
[Tjhere was a general rejoicing; every pane of glass in the city [Indianapolis] was il-
luminated, and the population turned out on the streets as upon a great holiday. .. ."
See also 1 DEBATES 679, where Mr. Kilgore reminisces on Mr. Zenor's unsuccessful ef-
forts to add another "one and one-half million of dollars" to the 1836 bill: "If, sir,
those measures had 'been adopted, he, too, would doubtless have given it his support."
68. 1 DEBATES 651 (Mr. Morrison of Marion); 2 DEBATES 1054 (Mr. Walpole of
Hancock).
69. JOURNAL p. 68 (resolution to inquire into the expediency of abolishing the
county seminary system and the state university, and of amending the constitution so as
to compel the legislature to sell the property of these institutions; Mr. Ristine of Foun-
tain. The seminary system was abolished.)
70. IND. CONST. art. 7, § 21: "Every person of good moral character being a voter,
shall be entitled to practice law in all courts of justice." (Repealed by amendment in
1932.)
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abolish the common law of England.7
Some of the delegates had superb educational backgrounds, and used
classical analogies with the confidence that there were others present who
understood them. Mr. Read of Monroe, a professor of ancient languages
at the state university, and a future president of the University of Mis-
souri, displayed no more erudition than did Mr. Clark of Tippecanoe,
who engaged in lengthy discussions with Mr. Owen, a former member of
Congress who had drafted the bill founding the Smithsonian Institution,
and Mr. Hovey, a future governor, both of Posey, on such topics as Cato
the Censor's theories on the property rights of Roman matrons, and the
conflicting views of scholars on the agrarian laws of ancient Rome.
Others had little formal education, but were both intelligent and
self-educated. Some were innately courteous; others were not.
They agreed that there should continue to be three branches of state
government; legislative, executive, and judicial.
They had their greatest difficulty with the legislative branch. To
replace the former five-year cycle of enumerations and subsequent legis-
lative apportionments provided for by the 1816 Constitution, under which
there had been annual elections and the General Assembly had met an-
nually, the 1850-1851 constitution makers, in conformity with their
newly-created biennial sessions, provided that an enumeration of all the
white male inhabitants over the age of twenty-one years should be taken
in 1853, and every sixth year thereafter, 2 and that the number of sena-
tors and representatives should, at the session next following each enu-
meration, be fixed by law, and apportioned among the several counties,
according to the number of white male inhabitants above twenty-one
years of age."
Their most vexing problem in regard to the legislative branch, how-
ever, was the determination of the most desirable mode of representation.
Fundamentally, they conceived their problem to be whether population or
71. 1 DEBATES 722 (Mr. Tague of Hancock). Mr. Tague may not have been as
naive as even his own colleagues considered him. See 3 BEVERIDGE, THE LIFE OF JOHN
MARSH1ALL 23 (1919).
72. IND. CONST. art. 4, § 4.
73. IND. CoNzST. art. 4, § 5. The word "white" was stricken from both §§ 4 and 5
by an amendment adopted at a special election held on March 14, 1881, to make the sec-
tions conform to the Fifteenth Amendment of the United States Constitution. In a
special election held on September 6, 1921, the voters rejected an amendment which
would have stricken the word "male" from these sections, but which would also have
changed the basis for apportionment from "all inhabitants [citizens?] over the age of
twenty-one years" to "according to the number of votes cast for the office of Secretary
of State at the last preceding general election." A similar attempt to amend §§ 4 and 5
of article 4 was again defeated by the voters in the general election of 1926. The basis
for apportionment in both sections is still "male inhabitants over twenty-one years of
age.,,
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territory (more precisely, the basic geographical political unit, the county)
should have the greater weight.
In the end, there was, in theory at least, a partial compromise, with
population being given the greater weight in both houses.
This is oversimplification, however. They approached the problem
by considering different threads of it, and eventually, by arriving at de-
cisions on each to form a consistent whole. In considering their work
on each thread, however, it must be remembered that each is inextricably
intertwined in some degree with all the others.
Whereas, under the Constitution of 1816, suffrage had only been
conferred on white male citizens of the United States, of the age of
twenty-one years and upwards, who were duly qualified residents of In-
diana, the 1850-1851 Convention gave the right to vote not only to white
male citizens of the age of twenty-one years and upwards who were quali-
fied residents, but also to all other adult resident white males who had
declared their intention to become citizens, conformably to the laws of
the United States on the subject of naturalization. 4
The legislative authority of the State was vested in the General As-
sembly, which consists of a Senate and a House of Representatives.7"
Under the Constitution of 1816, all the members of the House were
elected annually, and the members of the Senate for three year terms, ap-
proximately one-third being elected each year, and the General Assembly
met annually in December. 6 As a measure of their distrust of legislatures,
the constitution makers of 1850-1851 finally agreed that members of the
House should be elected for two year terms, and members of the Senate
for four year terms,7 that the General Assembly should meet only bi-
ennially,"8 that their regular sessions should be limited to sixty-one calen-
dar days," and that no bill should be passed by either house except by a
favorable vote of a majority of all the members thereof.8 "
Ethnic, religious, racial (other than white), or sex (other than male)
bases of apportionment were not considered by them; after all, this was
74. IND. CONsT. art. 2, § 2. This section was also amended by the electorate on
March 14, 1881, to delete the word "white" to make the section conform to the Fifteenth
Amendment of the United States Constitution, and again in the special election of Sep-
tember 13, 1921, to delete the word "male" to make the section conform to the nine-
teenth amendment. In the 1921 amendment, however, suffrage was again restricted to
citizens of the United States of the age of twenty-one years and upward.
75. IND. CONST. art 4, § 1.
76. IND. CONST. art III (1816).
77. IND. CONST. art. 4, § 3.
78. IND. CoNsT. art. 4, § 9.
79. IND. CONST. art. 4, § 29.
80. IND. CoNsT. art. 4, § 25. As a measure of their belief that all power should be
in the people, the delegates made all state and local offices, including judicial offices,
elective, but limited the right to continuing re-election to many of these offices.
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an adult, white male convention, with an overwhelming northern Euro-
pean heritage.
However, they were quite aware of bases of apportionment other
than population and political unit. In their debates on population as
against political territorial preference there were undertones of rural
against urban, farmers against tradesmen, the common man against the
moneyed interests, and the weak against the strong.8
Their final decision on the number in each house was a compromise
that "the Senate shall not exceed fifty, nor the House of Representatives
one hundred members." 2 In arriving at this, they had rejected proposals
that the House shall consist of not less than sixty nor more than seventy-
five members, and the Senate of not less than one-third nor more than
one-half of the House;8" that the Senate shall consist of thirty-four mem-
bers and the House of one hundred;84 that the House shall consist of one-
hundred twenty, and that each county shall be guaranteed at least one
member of the House;8 that the Senate shall consist of forty, and the
House of eighty members,86 and other similar variations. The strategy
of many, who came perilously close to succeeding, was to secure at least
one representative for each county regardless of population, but they op-
posed a small Senate in the fear that it might become too aristocratic, and
might be more easily influenced by the banks or other powerful financial
interests. 7
In arguments for guaranteed county representation, some used the
analogy of the United States House of Representatives,88 while others
used the analogy of the United States Senate. 8 On the whole, however,
81. 1 DEBATES 992-93 (Mr. Pepper of Crawford) ; 2 DEBATES 1242 (Mr. Walpole
of Hancock); 2 DEBATES 986 (Mr. Dobson of Owen and Greene).
82. IND. CONsT. art. 4, § 2; JoURNAL p. 386; 2 DEBATES 1043.
83. JoURAL p. 166. Rejected by amendment, JOURNAL p. 375.
84. JouRAI. p. 188. Rejected, JOURNAL p. 593.
85. JoURNAL p. 354; 1 DEBATES 982.
86. JOURNAL p. 357; 1 DEBATES 985.
87. 2 DEBATES 1039 (Mr. Ritchey of Johnson); 2 DIEBATES 1047 (Mr. Dobson of
Owen); 2 DEBATES 1054 (Mr. Walpole of Hancock).
88. 2 DEBATES 1009 (Mr. Borden of Allen, Adams, and Wells). Mr. Borden ob-
served (p. 1012) that Colonel Polk of Fort Wayne, a delegate to the 1816 convention,
had told him that the members of that convention had intended that "every county should
have at least one representative in the popular branch of the General Assembly." As
we have already noted, if this were true, it was ignored in 1821 by the first General As-
sembly to pass an apportionment act. Mr. Borden went on to say that "we find in the
very first apportionment, and in several of the subsequent ones, that each county, with-
out reference to its population, was authorized to send one member to the House of Rep-
resentatives." If Mr. Borden, in speaking of the "first apportionment" was referring to
the one adopted by the convention itself, he was correct, but his reference to "subsequent
ones" was, to say the least, misleading.
89. 2 DEBATES 1032. Mr. Kelso of Switzerland: "The little State of Rhode Island
with as much territory as would make a tolerable potato patch, has her two Sena-
tors. .... "
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the argument for county representation was an inverse analogy to the
Congress. The House would represent the counties, with little, if any,
regard to population; the Senate would represent the people, but in much
larger districts with as nearly equal population as possible. Proposed
amendments that "each county shall be entitled to one representative""0
and "that any county having two-thirds or more of the ratio of represen-
tation shall be entitled to elect one member of the House of Representa-
tives"" were narrowly lost.
But there were those in that convention, long before the equal pro-
tection shield of the federal constitution was a factor, who staunchly ad-
vocated the principle of "one-man, one-vote," that people and not terri-
tory should be the dominant standard, 2 without regard to whether the
territory be sparsely or densely populated,93 or whether it be urban or
rural, 4 or whether counties be divided or not.9 5
Another strong argument at that time to bolster the popularly ap-
portioned General Assembly was that it elected the State's two United
States Senators; therefore, if the General Assembly were not popularly
90. 2 DEBATES 1030 (Mr. Robinson of Decatur).
91. 2 DEBATES 1030 (Mr. Borden of Allen, Adams, and Wells).
92. 2 DEBATES 1033. Mr. Dunn of Jefferson:
Some gentleman has referred to Sir Robert Peel's borough of Savren, which
sent two members to Parliament to represent an empty pig-pen, and I think,
sir, we shall entitle ourselves to a place in a pig-pen whenever we adopt so un-
just and unfair a system of representation as that which has been so earnestly
advocated by the gentleman [Mr. Kelso] from Switzerland. . . . And when I
speak of a majority, I refer to men, citizens of the State, and not to acres of
land, whether they be acres of wood land, prairie land, or land covered with
water. . . . I trust, sir, that no basis of representation will be adopted that
does not regard the people as the source of all power.
See Reynolds v. Sims, 377 U.S. 533, 562 (1964): "Legislators represent people, not
trees or acres."
93. 2 DEBATES 1035. Mr. Morrison of Marion:
I cannot assent to the idea that forests and swamps, mountains and cliffs, trees
and stumps, and unimproved country in a state of nature shall claim and have
the same amount of representation . . . that is given to a county having a dense
agricultural and commercial community. . . . We legislate for the people, not
for the hills and the valleys, the stocks and the stones .... Every man should
have an equal voice in the councils of the State.
94. 1 DEBATES 995. Mr. Dunn of Jefferson:
Now, sir, I trust that this Convention will sanction no mode of apportionment
that is not based on population, and that will not give to every voter in Indiana,
whether he lives in a city or in the country, an equal voice and influence in the
legislature of this State. The people must be represented in your legislature,
and not territory, and no man's rights must be subject either to increase or
diminution 'by the circumstances of his place of residence. . . . That gentleman
[Mr. Dobson of Owen] has endeavored to produce the impression that the in-
terests of the cities conflict with the interests of the agricultural portions of
the State. He could not have fallen into greater error. . ..
95. 2 DEBATES 1049. Mr. Pettit of Tippecanoe: "I care not whether counties are
divided or not for the purposes of representation. It is so many people I want repre-
sented, and not fields, and fences, and hedges, and ditches, and mountains and valleys."
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apportioned, this imbalance would be reflected in its choice of the State's
two United States Senators.9"
The old problem of unrepresented fractions in the political units, or,
if you will, diluted representation, necessitated by a recognition of po-
litical territorial units, still haunted them. As far as the record is con-
cerned, they seemed agreed that the system of "floats" should not be
perpetuated, whether to distribute seats between contiguous counties in
alternating years, or to distribute them to counties throughout the State
without regard to contiguity in different years of a five-year cycle.9"
This device has never been repeated, but it was soon succeeded by the
"floterials" or "flotorials" with which the courts today are coping with
decisive confusion.
The delegates were not greatly concerned with the increasing prac-
tice of apportioning one senator and one representative to the same
county or district, except insofar as it was a part of the larger problem of
at-large voting in a district, whether composed of one county or more,
having one senator and two representatives. The same problems would
exist today if the General Assembly should create fifty legislative dis-
tricts, each electing one senator and two representatives, or, as is com-
mon practice, should apportion to a larger county, for example, five sena-
tors and ten representatives. Whatever the interests of a majority of
the voters in such a district, that majority probably would elect all the
senators and all the representatives; any inequities of representation in
one house would apply equally to the other house. If the maximum dis-
persal of power is desirable, this would not be the means to achieve it."
This awareness led the delegates to consider two related problems:
(1) whether a county should be divided, and a part attached to another
county or counties to form a single representative district, and (2)
whether a single county, or district, entitled to more than one represen-
tative or senator, should elect them at large, or whether the county or
district should be divided into single-member districts.
In earlier apportionment acts, a part of one county had been attached
to another county or counties to form a single district, but this had not
96. 2 DEBATES 1033 (Mr. Dunn of Jefferson) ; 2 DEBATES 1035 (Mr. Morrison of
Marion). This argument had validity until the adoption of the Seventeenth Amendment
to the United States Constitution on May 13, 1913, which requires that United States
Senators be elected by popular vote.
97. 2 DEBATEs 1012. Mr. Borden of Allen, Adams, and Wells: "[A]nd it was in
attempting to correct this evil of large fractions, that the system of floats, to which I
have alluded, was introduced, which has since been so much perverted by both the great
political parties in this state."
98. 2 DEBATES 1013-16 (Mr. Borden of Allen, Adams, and Wells).
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occurred since 1840, under the apportionment act of 1836."9
It is clear that both problems were before the convention. On Sat-
urday, December 7, 1850, the committee on the legislative department re-
ported its proposed section involving these problems, as follows:
Senatorial and representative districts (where more than one
county shall constitute a district) shall be composed of con-
tiguous counties, and no county for representative purposes
shall ever be divided.100
The second clause of the proposal was immediately amended by
voice vote to read "for senatorial or representative purposes."' 0 ' (Em-
phasis supplied.)
Mr. Stevenson of Putnam then moved to amend by substituting the
following:
Senatorial and representative districts shall be single, such dis-
trict to be bounded by county, precinct or ward lines to consist
of contiguous territory, and be in as compact form as practic-
able. Provided, that parts of different counties shall not be
attached in the formation of said districts.0 2
He pointed out the single-member district requirement for election
of members to the national House of Representatives."0 3  He made it
clear that the single-member district idea was also taken from the con-
stitutions of New York and Wisconsin, which he quoted, and that he
considered that the second clause of the committee's proposal, as amended,
would preclude single-member districts in counties entitled to multiple
representation in either House or Senate.1'0 Mr. Stevenson's proposed
substitute amendment was tabled by a vote of 43-39.105
99. Ind. Gen. Laws 1835-1836, ch. 1, p. 3. Senatorial districts: "Vermillion and
Warren, and all the part of Jasper county which lies south of the line dividing townships
twenty-four and twenty-five, one; . ..Laporte, Porter, Newton, White, Pulaski and all
that part of Jasper county which lies north of the line dividing townships twenty-four
and twenty-five, one. . . ." This was due in part to the fact that Jasper County had
been created but not yet formally organized. The apparent lack of contiguity in the first
district described is because Benton County had not yet been created.
See also Ind. Acts 1820-1821, ch. 34, p. 87. See note 36 supra.
100. JOURNAL p. 377; 2 DEBATES 1029.
101. Ibid.
102. Ibid.
103. 2 DEBATES 1029 (Mr. Stevenson of Putnam). See also 2 DEBATES 1049 (Mr.
Colfax of St. Joseph, a future Vice-President of the United States). Opposition to
this was based on the argument that it would create intra-county factions. See 2 DEBATh.:
1030 (Mr. Nave of Hendricks).
104. 2 DEBATES 1029-30.
105. JOURNAL p. 377; 2 DEBATES 1030. At this point, an amendment was introduced
"that any county having two-thirds or more of the ratio of representation shall be en-
titled to elect one member of the House of Representatives." It was tabled by a vote of
LEGISLATIVE APPORTIONMENT
On Monday, December 9, 1850, Mr. Colfax of St. Joseph moved
to amend the committee's proposal, as amended, so that it would end with,
and include the words "and counties entitled to more than one represen-
tative may, under the provisions of a general law, be divided into repre-
sentative districts."' 0 6
It was then moved to recommit the committee's proposed section, as
amended, with the pending (Colfax) amendment, to the committee on
the legislative department, which motion prevailed, 56-46."o7
On Thursday, December 19, 1850, the committee reported back its
original proposed section without any amendment, with which the con-
vention concurred, without debate.108 Mr. Colfax then remarked that
the committee had not only discarded the possibility of single-member
districts in the House but had also discarded the convention's approval
of the amendment which would have given a representative to any county
which had a population equal to two-thirds of a ratio,' and moved for
reconsideration of the convention's concurrence with the committee's re-
port, which motion was carried." On reconsideration, however, the
committee's report was approved, 67-59, and the section was ordered
engrossed for third reading by a vote of 69-58."'
Throughout these debates, it seemed to be taken for granted that the
first clause of the committee's proposed section would prevent part of a
county being attached to another county to form a single district, and
that has never occurred since. The controversy was over the second
clause which the delegates believed would prevent single-member dis-
tricts within counties entitled to multiple representation.
On Friday, December 20, 1850, Mr. Stevenson moved to recommit
the proposed section to the committee on the legislative department, with
instructions to strike out the words "and no county for representative
purposes shall ever be divided," which motion was carried, 67-54."'
On Friday, December 27, 1850, the committee reported back to the
convention, recommending that the section read as follows:
Senatorial and Representative districts (where more than one
56-55. A few minutes later, during the same session, the motion was re-introduced, and,
several of the delegates having left for one reason or another, was adopted by a vote of
55-46. This proposal was finally rejected, after much parliamentary maneuvering by
the committee on the legislative department, which rejection was concurred in by the
convention on December 19, 1850.
106. JOURNAL p. 387; 2 DEBATES 1048.
107. JOURNAL p. 388; 2 DEBATES 1050.
108. JouRNAL p. 475; 2 DEBATES 1231.
109. See note 43 supra.
110. JuRNAL p. 475; 2 DEBATs 1231.
111. JOURNAL p. 477; 2 DEBATES 1231.
112. JOURNAL p. 487; 2 DEBATES 1241-42.
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county shall constitute a district) shall be composed of con-
tiguous counties.
Pursuant to instructions, the committee recommended deletion of any
reference to division of a county. The convention passed the section as
recommended by the committee on the legislative department, and referred
the section to the committee on revision, arrangement, and phraseology." 3
It appeared that Mr. Stevenson, and others, had won their fight for mak-
ing it possible for the General Assembly to require, or at least, to permit
single-member districts in both houses.
However, on Monday, February 10, 1851, at the last session of the
convention, convened in the darkness of six o'clock, A.M., the first order
of business was the consideration of the final report of the committee
on revision, arrangement, and phraseology, which recommended, along
with other recommendations, that the section be adopted, as follows:
Sec. 6. A Senatorial or Representative district, where more
than one county shall constitute a district, shall be composed of
contiguous counties, and no county, for Senatorial apportion-
inent, shall ever be divided."'4 (Emphasis supplied.)
Without discussion, the convention concurred in the committee's re-
port and passed the section by voice vote as it still exists. A roll call vote
shortly thereafter in the session on a motion to adjourn sine die reveals
that only seventy-nine of the 150 members were present, and that Mr.
Stevenson and other proponents of single-member districts had already
departed.
In the light of the section's history, it appears that the convention
understood that the first clause prohibits the division of a county so that
part of it be included in a district with another county, or counties, or
part of another county. In any event, no subsequent General Assembly in
more than a century has attempted to so divide a county, although such
a division was incorporated into a bill introduced in the Second Special
Session of the 94th General Assembly in 1965."5
Although the second clause of the section was inserted by the com-
mittee on revision, arrangement, and phraseology in the final hours of
the convention, its meaning, in the light of the debates, is that a county
entitled to more than one member of the House may be subdivided by the
General Assembly into single-member districts (provision for which was
113. JOURNAL p. 542; 2 DEBATES 1320.
114. JOURNAL p. 984; 2 DEBATES 2067; IND. CONST. art. 4, § 6.
115. S.B. 468, 94th Gen. Assem. Ind. (2d Spec. Sess. 1965). This bill, which cre-
ated proposed senatorial districts, directly violated Article 4, § 6 of the Indiana Constitu-
tion, which provides that "no county, for Senatorial apportionment, shall ever be divided."
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made optional by the 69th General Assembly in its apportionment act of
1915),"'1 but that the voters in a county or district which is entitled to
more than one senator must elect them at large.
Thus, the Convention of 1850-1851 resolved the problems of legis-
lative apportionment for Indiana, and tried to establish guidelines for a
tempestuous future. Sharply divided, these delegates saw clearly the
clash between equality of population representation and local political unit
(territorial) representation; they understood that economic, partisan, and
many other factors might and did intrude; they foresaw dimly the possi-
bility of computerized apportionment based on precise census data on
where the people are, with ever-shifting district boundaries. In short,
their perception of the problems was not too much different than that of
their successors more than a century later, who have recently discovered
the problems.'
VI
Whatever the flaws of apportionment acts enacted by the general
assemblies under the Constitution of 1816, they had at least fulfilled
their obligation to pass the required legislation at the proper time. This
pattern was broken promptly under the 1851 Constitution when no act
at all was passed in 1855, the year specified by the new constitution to be-
gin the six-year cycle which replaced the former five-year period. An
116. Ind. Acts 1915, ch. 181, § 3, p. 656-57.
117. 2 DEBATES 1012. Mr. Borden of Allen, Adams, and Wells:
I am aware, sir, that equality between counties is not to be obtained. There
will ever be fractions, and therefore mathematical accuracy cannot be had in
any system of apportionment, sir; if counties were not already organized, and
if we were at liberty to disregard township and county lines, and begin at the
confluence of the Ohio and the Wabash, in Posey county-and, sir, I believe we
always begin in the pocket* to apportion the representation for any purpose-
and there count the first two thousand voters and authorize them to send a
representative to the Legislature, and thus proceed on through the State until
every two thousand polls should have a representative, we might make the rep-
resentation equal. But this we cannot do. On the contrary, in any system of
apportionment which we may adopt, we must have reference to the political
organization in the State. I have already alluded to the fact that both in our
National and State government-and I may add that in every representative
government in the world where they pretend to have a system of popular rep-
resentation- they are compelled from necessity to have some reference to the
local division established by law in apportioning their representatives. It was
a wise institution of the great Alfred, and much improved on by our pilgrim
forefathers, to divide the country into counties and townships. They have ever
been looked to in our political organization, and from this division some of the
most beneficial effects have resulted to our government. They already exist in
this State, and we cannot disregard them in any plan of apportionment which
we may adopt, even if we should desire to do so.
*[The area of Indiana behind the confluence of the Ohio and Wabash rivers
has been traditionally referred to as the "pocket."]
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enumeration was taken in 1853,"' and appears in the official records.11
A bill" 0 providing for the legislative redistricting and apportionment of
the state passed the House" and was referred to the Senate,'22 which
adopted a motion to strike out all but the enacting clause of the House
bill, and substituted its own entirely different version. On March 3,
1855, the House was notified that the Senate had passed the bill "with
one engrossed amendment thereto," and the concurrence of the House
with the amended version was requested. The House refused to concur
in the amendment, and so informed the Senate. There the matter rested.
The legislature adjourned,' 2' and for the first but not the last time, the
State was left with no constitutional apportionment legislation on the
statute books.
Governor Joseph A. Wright, conscious of the hopeless deadlock be-
tween the House and Senate of the current General Assembly, found a
way out of this dilemma, not by convening a special session of the legis-
lature, but by executive fiat. On July 3, 1856, he issued a proclamation
12
118. More than thirty years later, in Denney, Mr. Chief Justice Hackney, con-
curring (144 Ind. at 547, 42 N.E. at 940), took judicial notice that no such enumeration
was taken. He observed: "The assembly of 1855 found no enumeration upon which to
make an apportionment as then required." He may have been influenced by the follow-
ing statement in appellee's reply brief (at p. 7) :
The taking of this enumeration [provided for in Ind. Acts 1853, ch. 41, p. 59],
by express provision of the statute, was to have been commenced and com-
pleted so that at the meeting of the Legislature in January 1855, an enumera-
tion of the voters could be laid before that body. This act was, by express
provision, limited to one enumeration. For the first time in the history of the
State the officers directed to take the enumeration failed and refused to do so,
so that upon the meeting of the Legislature of 1855 there was no enumeration
upon which an apportionment could be made.
Both Chief Justice Hackney and the appellee in Denney seem to have been in error.
Although the time is late, simple justice seems to require that this stain on the integrity
of the enumeration officers of 1853 should be removed from their unmarked graves,
and the blame for the inaction of the General Assembly of 1855 placed where it belongs.
Governor Morton, in his address to the special session of the General Assembly on
Monday, November 13, 1865 had initiated this error. See 1865 IND. H.R. JOUR. 27 (Spec.
Sess.).
119. 1854 IND. AUD. ANN. REP. 111 (abstract XI), revised and reprinted in 1855
IND. Doc. Joum. 213. In the 1854 volume the total state enumeration was given as
211,721 ; in the 1855 volume, a corrected enumeration shows a total of 212,991. The cor-
rected version has been used in app. G, for this enumeration is later used in the 1857 act
120. H.B. 214, 54th Gen. Assem. Ind. (1855).
121. 1855 IND. H.R. JouR. 68, 608-09, 857.
122. 1855 IND. S. JouR. 694-95, 701, 729-30.
123. This same legislature failed to elect a United States Senator, so that the State
had only one senator from 1855 to 1857.
124. See Indianapolis Daily Journal, July 4, 1856, p. 2: "I, Joseph A. Wright,
Governor of the State of Indiana, do proclaim and direct that the qualified voters of the
State at the next General Election to be held on the second Monday of October next
[subsequent editions corrected this to the second Tuesday of October], do elect twenty-
five Senators and one hundred Representatives, to constitute, in connection with the
Senators holding over, the next General Assembly of said state from the following dis-
tricts and counties .. "
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calling for the election of the next General Assembly, specifying the dis-
tricts, and designating the number of senators and representatives to be
elected therein. Although the proclamation said nothing concerning the
basis for this executive apportionment, it followed in fact the provisions
of the act of 1851 for the year 1854, under which the previous election
had been held.' 5
Commenting editorially on the Governor's action, the Indianapolis
Daily Journal, on July 4, 1856, recalled the ". . . failure of the last Leg-
islature to enact an apportionment law, as required by the Constitution,"
which "thus left us, if not without any lawful means of keeping up the
Legislative department of the Government, at least in a condition which
renders all legislative action of doubtful validity."'28  Thus early in the
State's history was raised the question of the effectiveness of the actions
of a de facto legislature.
In his message to the General Assembly,2 Governor Wright
disclaimed any intention of invading the province of the legislative
department.
Conscious of the fact that its action came two years late, the General
Assembly in 1857 entitled its apportionment legislation "An act to ap-
portion Senators and Representatives for the next four years."'2 8
For the first time since 1826 there were no "floats." For the last
time until 1965 there were no "floterials" of the type composed of two
or more counties only part of which have representation in another dis-
trict. In the apportionment of the House, however, another new device
appeared, a type of district which may be described as "combined frac-
125. The act of 1851 provided for yearly elections, under the old constitution. Four
elections were held under this act: in 1851, for the legislature which met on the first
Monday in December, 1851, in accordance with the provisions of both the old constitu-
tion, and § 6 of the schedule of the new constitution; in 1852, using the provisions of the
act for that year; and in 1854 and 1856, both using the allocations which the act speci-
fied for the year 1854. Thus the portions of the act intended for the elections of the
years 1853 and 1855 (which were not held under the new constitution) were never used,
a fact which resulted in changes of the over-all representation for the period of the
counties given "floats" in certain years.
126. The Daily Journal concludes, "But it is the best way out of the trouble that
we can see."
127. 1856-1857 (Part I) IND. Doc. JoUR. 310:
The Executive Department is invested with no authority to exercise the legis-
lative powers of the government; and in this instance, no legislative power was
exercised. The Proclamations from the necessity of the case, took the existing
apportionment, as it stood under the last election under the law. . . . Convened
under the Constitution, clothed, by the people, with the sovereign power that
belongs to a general assembly, it is your duty to fix by law, the number of
Senators and Representatives among the several counties, according to the
number of white male inhabitants above twenty-one years of age, in each.
128. Ind. Acts 1857, ch. 5, p. 6. See apps. G-1, G-2.
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tions."'29  Thus Posey and Vanderburgh, each with more than enough
population to entitle it to one representative, but not enough for two,
were each given one representative independently, and another to be
elected by the two counties jointly. Seven of these combinations were
formed in the act of 1857, always composed of contiguous counties, and
their use was continued in subsequent legislation until they disappeared
after the act of 1905.
The familiar method of balancing total representation was con-
tinued, with ten individual counties and four two-county districts each
receiving one senator and one representative. Population variances be-
tween districts were not quite as great as in the act of 1851, although
this apportionment also was far from acceptable by present-day standards.
Ten years were to elapse before the enactment of another apportion-
ment act.' The bitter history of the Civil War, and the record of
Governor Oliver P. Morton's conflicts with the General Assembly of
1863 have no place in this account. In January, 1865, the Governor's
message"" to the legislature included a reminder of the constitutional
mandate, stating: "The enumeration required, of the white male inhabi-
129. For a modern court's approval of this type of district, see Kilgarlin v. Martin,
252 F. Supp. 404, 418 n.19 (S.D. Tex. 1966).
130. Under the new constitution, the 40th General Assembly, meeting in 1859,
should have enacted an enumeration act. In his biennial message to the newly convened
General Assembly, on Friday, Jan. 7, 1859, Governor Ashbel P. Willard made no men-
tion of enumeration. 1859 IND. S. JOUR. 15-23. The legislative journals of that session
record that an enumeration bill, H.B. 174, was defeated. 1859 IND. H.R. JouR. 821.
The 41st General Assembly, meeting in 1861, should have enacted a legislative ap-
portionment act under the constitutional schedule. In his address to the new Assembly
on Jan. 11, 1861, Governor A. A. Hammond, who had succeeded to the governorship on
the death of Governor Williard on Oct. 3, 1860, mentioned neither lack of enumeration
nor need for apportionment, 1861 IND. S. JouR. 19, nor did the incoming Governor, Henry
S. Lane, when he spoke to the Assembly on Jan. 14, 1861, and made his legislative
recommendations. 1861 IND. S. JOUR. 52. Two days later, Governor Lane was elected to
the United States Senate, resigned the governorship the same day, Jan. 16, 1861, and was
immediately succeeded by the new Lieutenant-Governor, Oliver P. Morton, who also
was silent on these matters in his brief address to the Assembly when he assumed the
governorship. 1861 IND. S. JouR. 84-89. The legislative journals of the session reveal no
action on apportionment.
Governor Morton did not deliver his biennial address in person to the unruly 42nd
General Assembly in 1863, 1863 IND. S. JOUR. 17, but the printed record of it, 6 BxvnMR
LEG. REPTS. 22 (1863), made no mention of apportionment, nor do the legislative journals
of that session, which was adjourned without an appropriation act having been passed for
the next biennium.
Over thirty years later (see note 118 supra), Mr. Chief Justice Hackney, concurring
in Denney, completely overlooked these lapses of the 40th, 41st, and 42nd General As-
semblies in 1859, 1861, and 1863, and cast the blame on the innocent enumeration officers
of 1853. In 1865, Governor Morton bad included them also. Amplifying, in his message
of November 14 to a special session of the General Assembly, his charge that "the
enumeration . . . has never been made," he said, mistakenly, that the 1857 act had
been passed without an enumeration, observing again that no such enumeration had ever
been completed. 1865 IND. S. JOUR. 30-31 (spec. Sess.).
131. 1865 IND. H.R. JOUR. 30.
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tants of the state, over twenty-one years of age, has never been made....
Under the present law, which was very imperfect in the beginning, great
inequalities existed in the representation in the Legislature, and these are
rapidly increasing by the increases and changes in our population."
Nothing was done, however, and on November 14, the Governor
again introduced the subject in his address to a special session of the
legislature.3 2 Unwilling to have the elections of 1866 conducted under
the 1857 act, he suggested a temporary act to be based on the figures of
votes cast in 1864, with another act to follow in the next regular session
based on the new enumeration. No such temporary apportionment legis-
lation was enacted, but this session did pass the permanent enumeration
act 33 for which the Governor had renewed his request.
Governor Morton's last message to the legislature' on January 11,
1867, stated that: "This enumeration has been made and properly re-
turned to the Auditor of State, who has caused it to be published." How-
ever, this enumeration does not appear in the official state reports, and it
has been necessary, in analyzing the act of 1867, to use unofficial figures,
obtained from outline maps showing counties, with the enumeration
figures in each county, probably copies of such maps prepared by the
Auditor of State and furnished to all members of the General. Assembly
in accordance with the requirements of the enumeration act of 1865."'
Before proceeding to the enactment of the apportionment bill, the
legislature took the precaution of passing "An Act to prevent the break-
ing of a quorum in the General Assembly, and providing punishment
therefor."' 38  This was to prevent the minority practice of "bolting"
which had disrupted previous legislatures, including that of 1863, and
which was effective because of the constitutional requirement that two-
thirds of each house were necessary for a quorum. Thus, a minority
party having more than one-third of either house could-and did-make
it impossible for the legislature to proceed. The Indianapolis Daily Jour-
nal said, editorially, "Now we can have an apportionment bill.'
3 7
The significance today of the act passed under this restraint lies not
in the reversal of political advantage sought and gained by its provisions,
132. 1865 IND. S. Joun. 30-31 (Spec. Sess.).
133. Ind. Acts 1865, ch. 2, p. 41 (Spec. Sess.).
134. 1867 IND. S. JouR. 25. Morton was elected United States Senator to replace
Henry S. Lane, whose Senate term expired Mar. 4, 1867. Morton had succeeded Lane
to the governorship in 1861 (see note 130 supra), was elected Governor in his own right
in 1864, and in turn resigned before his term was over, when he, too, was elected to the
United States Senate in 1867.
135. See apps. H-, H-2.
136. Ind Acts 1867, ch. 60, p. 131. The punishment was to be a fine of $1,000.00.
The act had an emergency clause making it effective immediately.
137. Issue of Feb. 9, 1867.
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but in the fact that it introduced for the first time in the State of Indiana
the type of "floterial" district which, having persisted for almost a cen-
tury, was found by the three-judge United States District Court, in its
decision invalidating the first apportionment act passed in the 1965 regu-
lar session of the 94th General Assembly, to be in violation of the Equal
Protection clause of the Fourteenth Amendment to the Constitution of
the United States." 8
This may be called an "unbalanced" floterial district-unbalanced
not only in consisting of counties differing greatly in size, but unbalanced
in containing counties of which at least one has representation elsewhere
while at least one has no representation outside the district.'
Before describing the use of such districts in the act of 1867 it seems
necessary to discuss briefly the use of the term "floterial districts,"
since much confusion exists as to its meaning.
Chief Justice Warren speaks of "multi-member or floterial dis-
tricts,"14 and it is not clear whether he is speaking of alternatives or is
using "multi-member" districts and "floterial" districts as different
names for the same thing.
The three-judge United States District Court in Texas 41 defines a
"flotorial" district as used in that state as a voting district entitled to one
representative, and composed of more than one county, one of which has
representation in another district, and concludes that there is an unconsti-
tutional dilution of the votes in the county which has no outside repre-
sentation. The court then proceeds to exemplify another type of "flo-
torial" district which has historical precedent in Texas, and is composed
of units each of which has representation in another district ;142 this type
the court would approve. The latter variety appeared in Indiana in 1857
and has been described as one of "combined fractions."' 43
The United States District Court 44 in Tennessee speaks of "direct-
member floterial districts, that is, districts which elect a floterial repre-
sentative even though one or more counties within the district also elect
a direct representative."' 45  The court calls all multi-county districts
"floterials" whether or not their component counties have other
138. Stout v. Bottorff, 246 F. Supp. 825 (S.D. Ind. 1965).
139. The terms "other representation" and "no other representation" of course re-
fer only to one house of a bicameral legislature.
140. See Reynolds v. Sims, 377 U.S. 533, 579 (1964).
141. See Kilgarlin v. Martin, 252 F. Supp. 404, 418 n.19 (S.D. Tex. 1966).
142. Id. at 422 n.28.
143. See discussion of the act of 1857, notes 128-29 supra and accompanying text
144. A three-judge United States district court. See Baker v. Carr, 247 F. Supp.
629 (M.D. Tenn. 1965).
145. Id. at 640.
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representation.'46
In its recent opinion 47 on Indiana's first 1965 apportionment act the
three-judge district court adopts plaintiff's terminology of "special joint
districts" while noting that defendants refer to these as "floterial dis-
tricts."'48 Appendixes to this opinion refer to "Special Joint Districts
Combined with Overlapping Single-County Districts." '49
Probably the most famous floterial district in the United States con-
sists of Amherst County and the City of Lynchburg, Virginia, used by
the United States Supreme Court 5 ' to exemplify the meaning of the
term. The definition furnished by the Court could include both types of
districts to which the Texas court alludes, but the example given is a dis-
trict including one unit which does and one which does not have represen-
tation elsewhere, that is, the "unbalanced" variety which first appeared in
Indiana in 1867.
One such district established by the 1867 Indiana act in the appor-
tionment of the House of Representatives was composed of the counties
of Hamilton and Tipton. The "ideal" district contained 3,400 eligible
voters.' Hamilton, with a population of 4,203, was given one repre-
sentative independently. Theoretically, this left a "surplus" of 803 of
Hamilton's voters. Next to Hamilton lies Tipton, with 2,116, which
lacked 1,284 of the figure needed for a representative. Combining Ham-
ilton's surplus with Tipton's total population gave a figure of 2,919.
This was considered justification for the formation of the Hamilton-
Tipton district which was allotted one representative. As a combined
area, given two representatives for the total population of 6,319, this was
146. Id. at 634. For discussion of the retention of "direct-member" floterial dis-
tricts in Tennesseee, see id. at 640. The act in question (Public Stat. No. 3, 84th Gen.
Assem. Tenn., Extraordinary Sess. 1965) uses the term "direct representative," but un-
balanced floterial districts are discernible only by comparing the list of "Counties elect-
ing one representative each" (ch. 3, § 3) with the districts listed under the heading
"Joint representatives" (ch. 3, § 10). For a statistical analysis of the House representa-
tion under this act, see app. Y.
147. Stout v. Bottorff, 246 F. Supp. 825 (S.D. Ind. 1965).
148. Id. at 826 n.1.
149. Id. at 833, 835.
150. See Reynolds v. Sims, 377 U.S. 533, 579 n.59 (1964), referring to Davis v.
Mann, 377 U.S. 678, 687 n.2 (1964). For an analysis of some of Virginia's floterial
districts, see app. X.
151. The term "ratio" was used in discussions in the constitutional convention and
in the General Assembly as meaning average of ideal district-the figure obtained when
the total enumerated population is divided by the number of representatives or senators
the apportionment act specifies. The Parker court, in 1892, used the terms "representa-
tive unit," "senatorial unit," or "unit of representation." The Denney court, in 1896,
reverted to the term "ratio." In these analyses we use the word "ratio" only in its sense
of the proportion of one thing to another as in the term "population variance ratio" and
to express the percentage obtained when actual representation is divided by rightful
representation. See app., Explanation of Tables.
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an acceptable assignment, well within the ten percent limit of allowable
deviation established by recent Indiana decisions.152
But what was Tipton's actual representation in this district? Ac-
cording to Mr. Justice Clark's formula15 3 each of the counties, regardless
of population, received one-half of the representation in the Tipton-
Hamilton district. Tipton's population, however, entitled it to .622
rather than .5, so that even by this formula it received only 80.3 percent
of its rightful representation. By Mr. Justice Harlan's formula,5 which
is the basis of our tables,' its actual representation, the figure obtained
when the population of the county is divided by the total population of
the district, was only .335-barely over one third of one representative,
or 53.8 percent of its rightful representation.
Hamilton, with one representative of its own, and .665 of the popu-
lation in the two-county district, had a total of 134.7 percent of the
representation to which its population entitled it.
The discrepancy, of course, arises from the fact that not only Hamil-
ton's surplus was placed in the floterial district, but the unit composed of
3,400 of its population which was represented in the separate district was
allowed to vote again in the district with Tipton.
The injustice of this type of apportionment to the county with no
representation outside the "unbalanced" floterial district would seem too
obvious to require further discussion were it not for the century-long
history of its use, which even today remains unchallenged in some
states. 56
Ask the simple question: "In a state where the population for an
ideal district is 3,400 is a district with a population of 6,319 adequately
represented when assigned one seat?" The answer must be: "No; not
unless the voters of that district are given representation elsewhere." But
in the unbalanced floterial district only part of the voters have other
representation.
Ask the question in another form: "When the figure for an ideal
district is 3,400 do the voters of any county whose only representation is
in a single-member district with a population of 6,319 receive adequate
representation ?" The answer must be unequivocally "No." Regardless
152. For the combined area, the ratio of actual representation to rightful represen-
tation is 107.6%. See app. H-2.
153. See Baker v. Carr, 369 U.S. 186, 255-64 (1962).
154. Id. at 340-44 (app. to opinion of Mr. Justice Harlan).
155. See app., Explanation of Tables.
156. See Mann v. Davis, 245 F. Supp. 241, 246 (E.D. Va.), aff'd, 382 U.S. 42
(1965) ("adjusting" one floterial district, while leaving unmentioned others in the ap-
portionment act which had not been challenged) ; Baker v. Carr, 247 F. Supp. 629, 640-
41 (M.D. Tenn. 1965) ; Dungan v. Sawyer, 253 F. Supp. 352, 358 (D. Nev. 1966).
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of how small the population of a county may be, it still is entitled to be
part of a district of normal size-in this case, a district whose population
is approximately 3,400.
In this instance the two counties of Hamilton and Tipton as a com-
bined area had approximately the correct population for the two repre-
sentatives the area received. Nevertheless this apportionment failed to
create an equitable relationship between the two counties or between each
of them individually and the State as a whole.
The imbalance is increased when, as in subsequent acts, a county
which receives two or more representatives independently is placed in a
floterial district with a small county. Again, not only the surplus popu-
lation of the large county votes in the floterial district. The small county
is almost totally submerged in a district where it must compete with all
the voters of the large county, most of whom are represented elsewhere.
The larger the dominant county grows, and the more separate representa-
tion it is given, the smaller the fraction becomes which the lesser county
composes in the floterial district, until we reach the absurdity of the
Marion-Johnson area in the act of 1921,' where Marion had eleven
representatives independently and "shared" another with Johnson, giving
Johnson, using 1960 United States Census figures, a ratio of actual
representation to rightful representation of 6 percent."'
157. See app. S-2b.
158. See discussion of the acts of 1921 and 1965, notes 240, 251 infra. and accom-
panying text, for more detailed analysis of floterial districts in these apportionments.
An additional complication inherent in the use of unbalanced floterial districts is the
difficulty created in determining what percentage of the voting population is able, the-
oretically, to elect a majority of the members of each house of the legislature. Modern
courts have laid much stress on this figure, often referred to as the Dauer-Kelsay Index.
See Dauer & Kelsay, Unrepresentative States, 44 NAT'L MUNIC. REv. 571 (1955).
Whenever each county receives all of its representation within a single district, this
figure is found without difficulty. First the population which elects each representative
(or senator) is determined. The population of each multi-member district must be di-
vided by the number of seats assigned to it to get the figure for the population which
elects each of its members. Then units (single-member districts and multi-member
districts listed as many times as the district has representatives) are ranked in order of
population beginning with the smallest. The populations of the first one-half plus one
of these units are added to get the smallest total population which can elect a majority
of the house in question. This figure is then divided by the total population of the
state. Ideally, it would require fifty-one percent of the total population to elect fifty-
one members of a house composed of one hundred members. When the percentage is
far below fifty-one percent it is obvious that a minority of the voters can elect a ma-
jority of the legislators. However, other factors can create malapportionment even in a
state with a "good" Dauer-Kelsay Index. Those who are at home with such concepts
and terminology as "The Inverse Coefficient of Variation; Skewness; and Kurtosis"
should see Schubert & Press, Measuring Malapportionment, 58 Am. POL. ScI. REV. 302
(1964), and Malapportionment Remeasured, 58 Amt. PoL. ScI. Rv. 966 (1964).
However, when floterial districts of the unbalanced type are involved, the question
arises as to how the various counties in such districts are to be ranked. Common prac-
tice seems to have been to ignore the problem and use the "combined area" without re-
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Why has it taken a century to begin to recognize the injustice of this
type of district? Probably for a combination of causes:
First, the counties adversely affected were ones small in population,
whose voice in the legislature would not be loud even if they were fairly
represented.
Second, legislatures and courts alike were influenced by the federal
analogy when considering the problem of assigning surpluses, without
recognizing that the analogy is imperfect. In the United States House of
Representatives a state with a given number of full units of representa-
tion and a large fraction left over either gets an additional representative
or it does not. For the state, however, the opinion predominated that
large counties must be given their one or more seats independently, and
then surpluses or fractions were to be dealt with in some combination
with other counties.'5 9
Those speaking and writing on the subject seem to have performed
the remarkable feat of thinking of a county with a surplus as being two
contradictory things simultaneously: (1) an indivisible unit, composed
of the whole county, and (2) two separate units-the portion entitled to
independent representation, and the fraction left over. The surplus must
be given representation in another district, but since it could not be de-
tached from the rest of the county, the entire county must be placed in
that other district. The effect on the other component of the floterial
district was either misunderstood or ignored.'
Third, there is a deceptive similarity between this and other types of
floterial districts.1 6' Indeed, as we have seen, the word "floterial" means
many things to many minds. Those to whom the term "floterial district"
means any multi-county district have a preconception that such a district
is unobjectionable, and have not distinguished between types.
gard to its internal imbalance. See Stout v. Hendricks, 228 F. Supp. 568, 576, 580 (app.
A), 582 (app. B) (S.D. Ind. 1963, as corrected 1964). A truly accurate figure can be
obtained only by taking into consideration the fractions of representation which each
county within the floterial districts does in fact receive.
159. See 9 BREVIER LEG. REPTS. 217-19, 282-83, 292-93 (1867). The term "floats"
persisted, used in referring to any districts giving additional representation to counties
assigned seats independently.
160. Id. at 292-93. Some members of the legislature of 1867 may have recognized
the problem. Mr. Honneus said that "It was wrong to disfranchize the small counties."
Id. at 283. Many amendments to the bill were offered and rejected, most of which would
have been improvements. The reports are confusing and incomplete, and the arguments
frankly based on considerations of party advantage. One amendment would have di-
minished the representation of Jefferson, which was given one House seat independently
and also placed in two separate floterial districts.
161. Another variation of floterial districting consists of placing a county in two
multi-county districts without alloting it a representative independently. See discussion
of the act of 1872 and of the Parker case, notes 162, 176 infra and accompanying text.
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Fourth, the issue has not been raised until recent years. No mention
of it is made in Parker, in Denney, or in Brooks. Whether voters in the
disadvantaged counties were unaware of the discrimination, or, being
aware, thought it useless to protest, the record is silent on the subject in
Indiana until 1965.
The apportionment act of 1867 established four of the new un-
balanced floterial districts for representation in the House of Represen-
tatives, and one for that in the Senate, as well as many of the now-
familiar type composed of counties all of which had representation in-
dependently. And as if to prove that any kind of district, however sound
in theory, can be used unfairly, the "combined fractions" allotment of one
representative each to Morgan and Johnson, and one to Morgan-Johnson,
gave the two counties three representatives for a total population of only
7,145, scarcely more than enough for two. Many counties with larger
surpluses than either Johnson or Morgan were denied additional
representation.
Outside of floterial districts, the act contained many inequities. In
the apportionment for the House the largest single-member district was
Dearborn, with a population of 5,497, and the smallest was Vermillion
with 2,032, which gives a population variance ratio of 2.7 to 1, while in
the Senate the St. Joseph-Marshall district, with 9,060, was 2.3 times
the size of Fayette-Union with 3,883.
There was an undisguised effort to maintain an advantage for the
party in power. Reading the legislative discussions and newspaper com-
ments brings a feeling that, to put it into the Biblical phraseology familiar
in that era, the prevailing spirit of the General Assembly was "Do unto
others as they have done unto you." The sentiment, unfortunately, seems
immortal.
Little need be said of the act of 1872.162 It was no better than its
predecessors and no worse than those which would follow. Its date seems
one year early-this was because outgoing Governor Conrad Baker found
it necessary to call a special session of the newly-elected legislature in
November. Eager to change the provisions of the act of 1867, the Gen-
eral Assembly made apportionment legislation one of its prompt enact-
ments, with an emergency clause making it effective immediately, al-
though an election under its provisions was almost two years away. Gov-
ernor Baker allowed it to become law without his signature.
The legislature adopted with enthusiasm the new type of floterials,
using them copiously and adding a variation of its own: the device of
putting a county which had less population than the unit of representation
162. Ind. Acts 1872, ch. 31, p. 43 (Spec. Sess.). See apps. I-1, 1-2.
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into each of two separate districts. Thus Rush, with a population of
4,255, when the ideal figure for the Senate was 7,578, and Decatur, with
4,330, appeared in the following combinations: Scott, Jennings, and De-
catur, one senator; Decatur and Rush, one; Fayette, Union, and Rush,
one. Whatever the motive for these duplications, it cannot have been to
create contiguity between the other counties in these districts, since Scott
and Jennings are contiguous, as are Fayette and Union. The result, at
least mathematically, was to over-represent Decatur and Rush, under-
represent the other four counties, and give the area as a whole a ratio of
actual representation to rightful representation of 1.26 to 1. In the
House, Fulton was similarly duplicated in the districts of Fulton-
Kosciusko and Fulton-Pulaski-Starke. This type of double districting
was to become an issue in the Parker case in 1892.
VII
The next chapter on legislative apportionment in Indiana really be-
gan with the passage of the act of 1879 by the 51st General Assembly.16
However, for reasons which will be clear shortly, it seems advisable to
approach this chapter otherwise than chronologically.
In its regular session in early 1891, the 57th General Assembly
passed a legislative apportionment act.64 to which Governor Alvin P.
Hovey, who had been an influential leader in both major political parties,
promptly filed an outraged veto.'
On the afternoon of the day on which the veto message was filed,
March 5, 1891, the General Assembly, with equal promptness, passed the
act over the Governor's veto, the House by a vote of 70-24,16 and the
Senate, 32-13.167 Thus, the act became law.
163. Ind. Acts 1879, ch. 21, p. 38. See apps. J-1, J-2.
164. Ind. Acts 1891, ch. 91, p. 119. See apps. L-1, L-2.
165. 1891 IND. S. JOUR. 1104; 1891 IND. H.R. JOUR. 1323. Governor Hovey said
that the gerrymander features in this 1891 act were worse than those in the apportion-
ment act of 1885, and that "a very successful gerrymander was accomplished by the Act
of March 6, 1885." In his veto message, he included a chart showing the party vote by
counties in the election of 1888, and that his party had carried the state both for the
presidential electors, and the state ticket, but that the opposition party had elected fifty-
seven of one hundred members of the State House of Representatives, and a majority of
the State Senators being voted on in the election, as well as ten of thirteen members of
Congress. The results of the 1890 election, he said, had produced a greater "default."
He observed that this 1891 apportionment act "would, if painted on a map, excel in its
contortions, an old maid's crazy quilt." 1891 IND. S. JOUR. 1110. [Note: In 1891, adult
never-married women did not yet have suffrage, constitutional protection against dis-
crimination, or the benefit of modern civil rights legislation.] See Mr. Justice Clark's
concurring opinion in Baker v. Carr, 369 U.S. 186, 265 (1962) : "Tennessee's appor-
tionment is a crazy quilt .. "
166. 1891 IND. H.R. JOUR. 1323.
167. 1891 IND. S. JOUR. 1110.
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Early in 1892, an action in the name of the State of Indiana, on the
relation of one Simon T. Powell, a legal voter of Henry County, was
brought against Benjamin S. Parker as clerk of the circuit court of that
county and other public officers charged with the duties of conducting
elections in Henry County, to compel them to take the necessary steps to
hold the election of 1892 under the act of 1879 for the apportionment of
senators and representatives and to enjoin them from proceeding to hold
such election under the terms of either the apportionment act of 1891...
or that of 1885."9
As to senatorial districts the complaint alleged that under the act of
1891, forty-three counties were formed into twenty-two districts, to each
of which one senator was apportioned. Eleven of these districts, so it
was alleged, were composed of twenty-three counties with an enumerated
voting population, under the enumeration of 1889, of 148,496 male in-
habitants over the age of twenty-one years, while the other eleven of the
districts, composed of twenty counties, contained only 99,609 such
inhabitants. The complaint further stated that according to the "ideal"
representation, the first group of twenty-three counties should have had
thirteen senators and the second group of twenty counties should have
had only nine. The defects in individual districts were set out, and the
same precise analysis was applied to a similar set of house districts.'
The trial court granted the relator's (plaintiff's) relief, both as to
its injunctive and mandatory aspects.
On December 17, 1892, after the election, the supreme court reversed
the trial court as far as the writ of mandate was concerned, affirmed the
injunctive relief as it applied to the act of 1891, and set aside the injunc-
tive relief as to the act of 1885, thereby creating for the first time in
Indiana a situation in which the existing General Assembly, the 58th,
had been elected under a subsequently invalidated apportionment act.
The discussion herein will note the supreme court's specific disap-
proval of certain districts in the act of 1891, and its general disapproval
of similar districts in the act of 1879, as well as the principles enunciated
by the court as governing the General Assembly's power to enact appor-
tionment legislation under the constitution of the State.
In Parker the supreme court moved cautiously to consider the prob-
lems presented. First, the court reasoned, if the provisions of the act of
168. See note 164 supra.
169. Ind. Acts 1885, ch. 32, p. 62. See apps. K-I, K-2.
170. Parker, 133 Ind. 178, 32 N.E. 836, 33 N.E. 119, 18 L.R.A. 567 (1892). All
this detail was ultimately recited in the opinion of the Supreme Court of Indiana, on
appeal, and, because of procedural niceties, must be accepted as true. The actual list
of counties in the districts complained of does not appear in the opinion.
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1891 were constitutional and valid, that was the end of the matter, since
that legislation was properly enacted so far as the constitutional schedule
was concerned. Second, if the court found the 1891 act invalid, which it
did, then, obviously, some other act should be applicable. But the court's
responsibility was only to determine whether the relator (plaintiff) was
entitled to the relief sought, which was that the elections should be held
under the act of 1879. Unless that act was valid, this relief could not be
granted. The court then addressed its investigation to the validity of that
act, and found that it too violated the provisions of the state constitution.
Therefore, the court concluded, it was unnecessary for it to pronounce
judgment on the act of 1885, which it declined to consider.
A partially concurring opinion by Mr. Justice Elliott argued that if
the 1879 act was invalid, the use of which was the sole relief asked by the
relator-plaintiff, then the court should not have considered the validity
of either of the 1891 or 1885 acts. Justice Elliott reasoned that once the
court entered the field of considering the validity of the 1891 act it might
be forced to take judicial notice of all prior acts until it found one that
was valid, and, if none were found, "travel back to the apportionment
made by our present constitution. . . ." The difficulty here is that "our
present constitution" made no apportionment.
As a result of the court's decision, the act of 1879, which was sup-
posed to have served its six-year purpose after governing the election of
1884, was decently reinterred, but the ghost of the act of 1885, which had
completed its normal life expectancy by the end of the year 1890, not only
was dragged from the grave of its reasonably anticipated eternal peace,
but was destined to be denied that peace for some years to come.
The supreme court rebuked both the 51st General Assembly of 1879,
and the 57th General Assembly of 1891, which had effortlessly repudi-
ated the judgment of the executive branch by overriding the veto of
Governor Hovey the year before. The legislature of 1885, however,
escaped both praise and censure.
Some defects of the act of 1891 were specifically disapproved by the
court for reasons which will appear shortly.
Parker carefully established the jurisdiction of the court to enter the
political briar patch; enunciated the general principles embodied in the
constitution, which it said were to secure to each voter, as nearly as may
be, an equal voice with every other voter in the State in the selection of
senators and representatives, and to preserve the integrity of the counties;
and then formulated at least five rules, showing how each had been vio-
lated. Slightly more than three years later, these rules were reiterated,
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with some amendments and additions, by the Denney court.
They may be stated as follows:
1. "When it is found that exact equality can not be at-
tained, where the integrity of the counties is preserved, approxi-
mation becomes a rule as binding upon the General Assembly
as any other rule fixed by the Constitution."''
2. "[T]he rule requiring an approximation to equality
forbids the formation of districts containing large fractions un-
represented when it is possible to avoid it, while other districts
are largely overrepresented." (Emphasis supplied.)172
3. "When a county [with less voting population than
would entitle it to one senator] . . . has been assigned to a
senatorial district, and given a voice in the election of one sena-
tor it ceases . . . to be a factor in any legitimate scheme of ap-
portionment for senatorial purposes.. . . So much of the act as
gives [to such a county] a voice in two separate senatorial dis-
tricts is . . . in plain violation of the provisions of our Con-
stitution.' 1 73 (Emphasis supplied.) (This same principle should
be equally applicable to House districts. Denney so applied it.)
4. If a county has the voting population to entitle it to
one senator or one representative, it is entitled to vote for at
least that one senator or representative independently of any
other county."4
5. When the several counties have been given the repre-
sentation to which they are entitled by reason of their full ratios,
then the largest excess over such ratios should receive first
consideration 7 1
171. Id. at 195, 32 N.E. at 841; adopted in Denney, 144 Ind. at 531-32, 42 N.E. at
938. All rules enumerated are interpretations of the Indiana Constitution.
172. Parker, 133 Ind. at 195, 32 N.E. at 841; adopted in Denney, 144 Ind. 532, 42
N.E. at 938.
173. Parker, 133 Ind. at 197-98, 32 N.E. at 842. Denney adopts (144 Ind. at 526, 42
N.E. at 936) but qualifies by "wherever it is possible to avoid it" (144 Ind. at 531, 42
N.E. at 937). Denney further applies this rule to a single district composed of three
(or more) contiguous counties, each with less population than would entitle it to an in-
dependent senator or representative, and each without other representation, to which
district has been assigned two or more senators or representatives; i.e., a three-county
district could not elect two representatives jointly. The rule in Parker is restricted to
such a county participating in two separate districts.
174. Parker, 133 Ind. at 198, 32 N.E. at 842; adopted in Denney, 144 Ind. at 530,
42 N.E. at 937.
175. Parker approves this principle by its recitation of congressional development
to the point where "the loss of members arising from [unrepresented fractions] . . .
should be made [up] by assigning as many additional members, as are necessary for that
purpose, to the States having the largest fractional remainders." Parker, 133 Ind. at
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To point out a specific example expressly disapproved in Parker as
violating the third rule, Clark county can be selected. The "ideal" Senate
district in 1891 had a voting population of 11,020. Clark's voting popu-
lation was 7,304. Nevertheless, Clark's voters participated in the elec-
tion of senators from the districts of Clark-Jefferson and Clark-Scott-
Jennings. While the court disapproved of Clark's over-representation in
this combination, it failed to note that this was not the only objectionable
feature of this floterial area, which resulted in under-representation of
Jefferson, Jennings, and Scott, and that Clark itself would have had less
than its rightful representation if placed only in either one of these dis-
tricts as constructed. 6
Turning to the House, where the "ideal" district was 5,510 under
the act of 1891, the court specifically looked to the representation ap-
portioned to Clinton-Tipton-Madison, Floyd-Harrison-Crawford, and
Putnam-Clay-Montgomery, noting that Tipton, Harrison, and Putnam
each had less than the number entitling it to one representative, but that
each was given one House seat independently, and also was thrown into
another district in which its voters participated in electing a second
representative. 7 7 In disapproving the representation accorded to Tipton,
Harrison, and Putnam, the court failed to note that Ripley and Franklin
were in the same category, while Owen, Steuben, and others were some-
what less than model examples of districting, even under the rule of ap-
proximation which the court had spelled out.'
Under modern concepts of the allowable deviation from the "ideal"
district (and the total allowable range, which would be double the devia-
tion permissible over or under the "ideal") neither the 1891 act nor that
of 1879 would have conformed to the present equal protection require-
ments of the United States Constitution. 1 79
Rule four above is stated in the court's specific objection to the two
House districts of Adams-Jay and Adams-Jay-Blackford. Jay had a
voting population of 5,825, more than enough for an independent repre-
sentative, but its only representation was in two multi-county districts.
194, 32 N.E. at 841. Denney expressly applies the principle to state legislative apportion-
ment. Denney, 144 Ind. at 531, 42 N.E. at 937.
176. See app. L-1 for comparison of all the districts. The act of 1891 did not imitate
the Clark County type of double districting. This type had occurred in the acts of
1872, 1879, and 1885.
177. See app. L-2 for comparison of all the districts.
178. The counties named were greatly over-represented, while Randolph, with a
population of 7,250, received one seat, as did Owen, with 3,744-a population variance
ratio of 1.93 to 1.
179. Neither the Congress nor the Supreme Court of the United States has yet
stated an inflexible limit of deviation and range for congressional or state legislative
apportionment.
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The court decided that the General Assembly could not constitutionally
deprive Jay of independent representation. The court failed to note
however, that in this floterial area of Adams-Jay and Adams-Jay-
Blackford, Blackford had much greater reason to complain than Jay.'
The court found that the act of 1879181 was "subject to many of the
constitutional .objections urged against the act of 1891; but . . . no use-
ful purpose would be subserved by setting them out in detail."
Less than three weeks after the court's opinion was filed in Parker,
the 58th General Assembly, elected under an act now invalidated, met and
set to work to pass a new apportionment act to replace the one the supreme
court had declared unconstitutional. With fine disdain for the judi-
ciary, the 58th General Assembly ignored Parker, and passed the appor-
tionment act of 1893.182 Almost all the legislative districts expressly dis-
approved in Parker were recreated. In fact, only five Senate districts
and two House districts in the 1893 act differed from those created in
the act of 1891.183
In 1894, the members of the 59th General Assembly were elected
under the 1893 apportionment act. However, the election of 1894 was
the occasion of a sharp reversal of voter preference, and the political
complexion of the 59th General Assembly was almost the opposite of that
of the 58th. With due deliberation, the 59th General Assembly repudi-
ated the handiwork of its predecessor assembly, and on March 4, 1895
passed two bills, the first declaring the 1893 act unconstitutional and re-
pealing it forthwith,' 4 and the second enacting the apportionment legis-
lation of 1895.'
Governor Matthews promptly vetoed both acts, although with less
asperity than was shown by Governor Hovey four years earlier. 8 ' The
veto messages were brought to the attention of the General Assembly on
the morning of March 5th. Both acts were passed over the Governor's
veto on that same day without debate.
Shortly thereafter, an action in the name of the State of Indiana on
180. See Adams-Jay-Blackford analysis in app. L-2.
181. See apps. J-1, J-2.
182. Ind. Acts 1893, ch. 165, p. 356.
183. See apps. M-1, M-2.
184. Ind. Acts 1895, ch. 55, p. 131.
185. Ind. Acts 1895, ch. 56, p. 132.
186. 1895 IND. H.R. JoUa. 1215-19: Governor Matthews reminded the General As-
sembly, "But no such [adverse] judgment or decision [of the Supreme Court] has been
made respecting the apportionment law now upon the Statute books, and there is no
such emergency presented for our consideration; my duty and yours are the same. We
are bound in the most solemn manner, not only to obey, but to support and uphold the
Constitution of our State. . . . Let us not be tempted, either through hope for in-
dividual or party gain, to disregard the commands of that instrument, the true basic
principle of man's first and best government."
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the relation of one Ferd E. Basler, conceded to be a citizen, taxpayer, and
voter of Sullivan County, was brought against William M. Denny'87 as
clerk of the circuit court of that county and other public officers charged
with the duty of conducting elections in Sullivan County, to enjoin them
from holding the election of 1896 under the apportionment act of 1895,
and for a writ of mandate to compel them to hold the election for sena-
tors and representatives under the apportionment act of 1893. The trial
court granted the relator (plaintiff) the injunctive and mandatory relief
he sought.
On January 30, 1896, the supreme court reversed the trial court
judgment in Dewney.' The effect of the supreme court's decision was
to reverse the mandatory relief granted below but to affirm the injunc-
tive relief given-that is, neither the act of 1893 nor that of 1895 could
be used.
The court pointed out that the 59th General Assembly lacked the
power to repeal a previously enacted valid apportionment act, or to enact
a new law to replace a prior valid act, passed within the six-year cycle,
when the cycle had not run its course. The court scolded the 59th Gen-
eral Assembly for usurping a judicial function, and remarked that "the
indelicacy of the legislative criticism of a preceding legislature is the more
marked when we reflect that, as shown by the files of this court in the
case of Wishard v. Lenhart, No. 17,385, appealed from the Marion Cir-
cuit Court, that court had already found the act of 1893 to be a valid and
constitutional law."' 89 In addition, said the court, it was unseemly for
the 59th General Assembly to "cry out against the good faith of its
predecessor, and to declare against the constitutionality of the very law
under which it was itself elected."'9 °
The court conceded, however, that if no constitutional apportion-
ment act had theretofore been passed in the six-year period beginning in
1891, it was the "solemn duty" of the 59th General Assembly "to pass
such a law."
The court carefully reviewed the State's constitutional history of
legislative apportionment, and stated that two main objects were kept in
187. See note 13 supra.
188. 144 Ind. 503, 42 N.E. 929, 31 L.R.A. 726 (1896).
189. Id. at 516-17, 42 N.E. at 933. The court was referring to the case of Wishard
v. Lenhart which had involved the constitutionality of the 1893 act, and in which the
Marion County Circuit Court had upheld the validity of the act. This case was appealed
to the supreme court, but the appeal was dismissed, on motion of the appellant, before
any decision, on Nov. 27, 1894, shortly after the 1894 election. The court conceded that,
in this state of affairs, the case would not be a binding adjudication beyond Marion
County.
190. Id. at 516, 42 N.E. at 933.
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view by the 1850-1851 framers of the constitution: one being local
county representation; the other, proportionate representation of all the
people. Pointing out that the most exact proportionate representation
would be achieved by electing all the legislators at large, the court observed
that this would be attained at the total sacrifice of local representation.' 9'
The development of congressional representation was reviewed with
reasonable accuracy, except that the switch from "rejected fractions" to
recognition of the largest fractional remainders for additional represen-
tation was recorded as having happened a decade too soon."'
The court then found that the 1893 act was, in fact, unconstitutional.
Without repudiating Parker, it had no other choice, because the 1893 act
was almost a replica of that of 1891, and had in it most of the same dis-
tricts expressly invalidated in Parker.
But, said the court, the 1895 act is no better. "Indeed, the scheme
adopted in the act of 1891 is the less objectionable."' 98 The 1895 act also
is unconstitutional.
One specific example will illustrate the major deviation or addition
made by Denney to the Parker rules. In the 1891 act Clark, Scott, and
Jennings, none of them having a population "equal to the ratio," were
joined in one district and given a senator. Also the counties of Clark and
Jefferson, neither having a population "equal to the ratio," were formed
into another district and given a senator. Parker held these invalid be-
cause the voters of Clark participated in the election of two senators in
two separate districts.
Denney said that: "If the four counties were put into one district
and given two senators, as they might have been according to the scheme
adopted in the act of 1895, the result would have been no more unjust
than it was, the four counties controlling the election of two senators by
either plan."
In fact, said Denney, the 1891 plan was more equitable, because, "by
making two single districts, instead of one double district, it might be
possible for each district to elect a senator of its choice, notwithstanding
the vote of the common county thrown in to control each district; where-
as if the four counties were thrown together the combination would be
sure to carry both senators." "
191. Id. at 519-20, 42 N.E. at 934.
192. Id. at 523, 42 N.E. at 935. See notes 4-5 supra. As in Parker, Daniel Web-
ster was quoted at some length.
193. Id. at 526, 42 N.E. at 936. "The plan of the act of 1891, condemned as it was,
and rightly so, by this court, in Parker v. State, supra, was yet nearer to the constitu-
tional standard, local county representation, than is the double district system of the act
of 1895." Id. at 527, 42 N.E. at 936.
194. Id. at 527, 42 N.E. at 936.
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Denney's only significant addition to the Parker rules was the ex-
press prohibition of the so-called "double districts," that is, multi-member
districts of two or more counties, none of which has a voting population
"equal to the ratio" for a senator or representative.
Such a senatorial district in the act of 1895 was that composed of
Randolph, Delaware, and Madison. Examples of similar groupings to
form representative districts in the 1895 act were those of Perry-
Crawford-Orange, Brown-Johnson-Morgan, and Monroe-Lawrence-
Martin.19
The court's analysis of some disapproved combinations is puzzling.
Objection was made to the inclusion of Daviess (also represented in an-
other district) in the district with Knox and Dubois. The court observed:
"Yet Dubois alone had nearly enough population to be entitled to one
representative; and with the excess in Knox had more than enough to
give the two counties such representative." '19 6 As the court noted, with-
out the inclusion of Daviess the counties of Knox and Dubois do not
have the element of contiguity,9 ' yet it seemed to be suggesting that a
district should have been formed consisting of Knox and Dubois. The
same comment could be made on the court's discussion of Pike, Vander-
burgh, and Gibson in the act of 1895 and of Adams, Blackford, and Jay,
as districted in the act of 1893.
At the risk of some repetition, it seems important to refer again to
the five rules stated in the discussion of Parker.9 These have come to
be known as the Denney rules. Today, at least in part, they are stumbling
blocks in the process of reconciling state constitutional doctrine with fed-
eral equal protection requirements. Based as they are on the principle of
preserving both the factors of local representation and equality of repre-
sentation, they may still serve as excellent guidelines to the General As-
sembly, subject to review by the courts if they are ignored or applied in
195. For a comparison of all districts see apps. N-i, N-2. The act of 1893 had
used this type of district, giving two House seats to Dubois-Martin-Orange-Lawrence,
and two to Adams-Jay-Blackford. See app. M-2. But the type was first introduced in
the "untouchable" act of 1885, when Clinton, Boone, and Montgomery, each with less
population than the ideal Senate district, were given two senators at large. Mathemati-
cally, this was an almost perfect apportionment. A similar, less defensible type of dis-
tricting had been used in the act of 1851, when Steuben and DeKalb, neither with suf-
ficient population to entitle it to one seat, were nevertheless given two jointly. Districts
composed of two counties of which one had more and one less population than the ideal
district were used in the acts of 1831, 1846, and 1851, but had not appeared in acts under
the new constitution.
196. Denney, 144 Ind. at 534, 42 N.E. at 938. See app. N-2.
197. IND. CONST. art. 4, § 6: "A senatorial or representative district, where more
than one county shall constitute a district, shall be composed of contiguous counties .
198. See notes 171-75 supra.
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such a way that either factor is sacrified, beyond the requirements of
standards established by the United States Supreme Court.
1. Under the first rule, preservation of the integrity of political
units must not be used to excuse variations in excess of the 10 or 15 per-
cent allowable deviation in popular representation.
2. The second rule, forbidding large unrepresented fractions while
other districts are over-represented, has its escape clause: "when it is
possible to avoid it." Actually this rule is stated so loosely that modern
concepts would require its enforcement within reasonably narrow limits.
3. The application of either the Parker or Denney version of the
third rule, forbidding a county with less than the population of an ideal
district to have a voice in the election of more than one representative or
senator, must be made with the same attention to the requirements of
popular representation. The Denney escape clause, "wherever it is pos-
sible to avoid it," permits this. It is not always possible "to avoid it"
without breaking the more fundamental rule of equality of representation.
It should be remembered, moreover, that the Denney district in which two
or more counties, each having less than the "ratio" were grouped and
given two or more seats for the district at large, is quite different from
the "double district" objected to in Parker, where one such county was
allowed to cast its entire vote in one district, and then to cast it again in
an entirely different district. Parker's disapproval of the practice of giv-
ing a county with less than a unit of representation, or only a small sur-
plus, a seat of its own and also giving it representation in another district
is in effect another and unexceptionable, application of this third rule,
which could not be broken in this manner without creating over-represen-
tation of the county so favored.
4. The fourth rule, requiring that a county with the voting popula-
tion entitling it to one senator or one representative must always be given
that one in an independent district, should be applied whenever it can be
done consistently with an acceptable state-wide scheme of apportionment.
It is simple enough to isolate counties having the "right" population for
one seat, or multiples thereof, but without dividing counties it may then
be impossible to form adjacent districts which stay within the standards
demanded by equal protection.
5. The fifth rule, implicit in Parker and stated precisely in Demney,
that "when the several counties have been given the representation to
which they are severally entitled by reason of their full ratios, then the
largest excess over such ratios should receive first consideration," would
determine the next step after applying rule four. However, when the
"excess" is more than the allowable 10 or 15 per cent of an ideal district,
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but not large enough to bring the county within the approved range for
an additional seat, some other means must be found of bringing the
county within permissible standards of deviation. As has been noted, one
device used in this situation for almost a century was that of giving the
county its one or more seats independently, and then placing it in an
unbalanced floterial district with an adjoining smaller county to take
care of the "excess." Denney, of course, would have forbidden the solu-
tion of letting both counties vote jointly for the total number of repre-
sentatives or senators which their combined populations justified, since
this violates both the third and fourth rules.
When the decision in Denney was filed, no apportionment act re-
mained which had not been declared unconstitutional except the act of
1885, which was long since supposed to have served out its purpose, un-
less one went back as far as the act of 1872, which like its predecessors
was not based upon an enumeration of Negroes, thereby raising other
constitutional problems. Therefore, no act existed, uncondemned and
above suspicion, except the act of 1885.
However, there was yet ample time for Governor Matthews to call
a special session of the 59th General Assembly to pass a new and consti-
tutional apportionment act under which the 1896 election could be held.
The concurring opinion in Denney of Chief Justice Hackney generated
a chill wind on this possibility. The Chief Justice thoughtfully observed
that the 59th General Assembly, which had already enacted an unconsti-
tutional apportionment act was itself the product of a prior unconstitu-
tional act. He conceded that "the enactments of merely de facto legisla-
tors are generally upheld for the peace and good order of society," but he
suggested that when the want of authority in de facto officers "becomes
notorious, the reason for the de facto doctrine ceases."' 99  "But," said the
Chief Justice, "I apprehend, the governor would be slow to call a special
session when the act of 1885 stands upon the statute books unchallenged,
and when this court, in the Parker case, where the question was made,
expressly declined to declare it unconstitutional, though the acts of 1879
and that of 1891 were both held void." ' 0
This subtle hint was not the end of the matter, however. Immedi-
ately after the opinion was filed in Denney, one Brayton brought an ac-
tion in the Marion Superior Court, against Fesler as Clerk of the Marion
Circuit Court and other public officers charged with the duties of con-
199. Denney, 144 Ind. at 544-45, 42 N.E. at 941-42.
200. Id. at 545-46, 42 N.E. at 942. At this point the Chief Justice reviewed the his-
tory of legislative apportionment in Indiana, and took judicial notice of the erroneous
"fact" that no enumeration had been made in 1853, of which counsel in Denney had in-
formed the court.
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ducting elections in Marion County, to enjoin them from proceeding to
hold the 1896 election in such county for senators and representatives
under the apportionment act of 1885. The trial court overruled the de-
fendants' demurrer, and entered judgment enjoining the defendants from
holding the election under the 1885 act. The public officers appealed.
On May 15, 1896, the supreme court reversed the trial court. The
court found that the act of 1885 was the only available act under which
the 1896 election could be held which had not been found unconstitutional.
The court took judicial notice that the harried Governor had publicly de-
clared that he would not call a special session. "But," asked the court,
"suppose we respond to the demand of appellee, and, having entered the
field of investigation, find the act of 1885 defective, and strike it down,
and start the people of the State on a voyage that may lead them into the
troubled sea of anarchy; and suppose, even, that the Governor shall fore-
go his resolution not to call a special session of the legislature, and should
actually convene it, and it should refuse to act, or, consenting, should
pass another act as bad as the one passed in 1895, and which this court
should be compelled to declare unconstitutional? The government of the
State would be at an end." ''
In a concurring opinion, Mr. Justice Jordan observed: "It may be
conceded that the apportionment act of 1885 is replete with the evils that
were condemned by this court, under the decisions in the cases of Parker
v. State, 133 Ind. 178, and Denney v. State, 144 Ind. 503. " '22 Neverthe-
less, Justice Jordan continued, the plaintiff below, representing himself
and the electors of the State, permitted the act of 1885 to run its sex-
ennial course without protest; therefore the court should follow the
familiar doctrine of laches and refuse to aid those who sleep upon their
rights.
Mr. Justice Monks dissented from both the reasoning and the con-
clusions of both opinions.
The election of 1896 for senators and representatives was held under
201. Fesler v. Brayton, 145 Ind. 71, 44 N.E. 37, 32 L.R.A. 578 (1896). Fesler held
also (id. at 76, 44 N.F_. at 38) that if an unconstitutional apportionment act had ex-
pressly repealed a prior act or acts, on which there had been no adjudication of un-
constitutionality, such a repeal was ineffective.
Fesler (id. at 78-79, 44 N.E. at 39) seems to state that the 1851 Constitutional Con-
vention had confirmed an apportionment act "not constructed in accordance with the
provisions" of the new constitution. In article 4, § 5 of the new constitution, it was
provided "that the first and second elections of members of the General Assembly . . .
shall be according to the apportionment last made by the General Assembly before the
adoption of this constitution." The act to which Fesler refers had not been passed by the
General Assembly when the convention adjourned, but was enacted before the voters
adopted the proposed constitution later in 1851.
202. See apps. K-I, K-2 for analysis of the apportionment act of 1885.
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the apportionment act of 1885, based on the enumeration of 1883. Thus
were the members of the 60th General Assembly elected. After 1896
the troubled ghost of the act of 1885 was permitted to return to its in-
terrupted eternal rest.
On the constitutional schedule, the 60th General Assembly passed
the apportionment act of 1897.2"3 It lived out its six-year life without
major protest. Inequities existed within "floterial" districts, but these
had been occurring for a long time, and would continue into the future.
Again on schedule, the 63rd General Assembly passed the apportion-
ment act of 1903.204 Shortly thereafter, an action was brought in the
name of the State on relation of one James Singer, a resident, citizen,
and voter of Ripley County, against Absalom J. Brooks as clerk of the
circuit court of that county and other public officers charged with the
duties of conducting elections in Ripley County, to compel them as such
officers to hold the election of 1904 for senators and representatives
under the apportionment act of 1897, and to enjoin them from proceed-
ing to hold such election under the apportionment act of 1903. The re-
lator set out examples of both senate and representative districts in the
1903 act which he alleged were unconstitutional. The trial court indi-
cated that the relator had stated a good cause of action. The public of fi-
cers appealed to the supreme court.
Early in 1904, the supreme court agreed with the trial court, and
declared the apportionment act of 1903 unconstitutional..2  After stating
"that it was the intention of the Constitutional Convention [1850-1851]
to secure . . . to each voter of the State, as nearly as practicable, an
equal voice with every other voter in the State in the choice of senators
and representatives," the court enunciated little constitutional doctrine,
relying on what had already been written in Parker and Denney.
The court pointed out, however, several specific Senate districts in
the 1903 act which deviated too much from the standard.
For example the "ideal" Senate district would have a voting popu-
lation of 13,886. The 1903 act created one district of Wayne County
alone, with a voting population of 11,287, with an over-representation
deviation of 23 percent, and another district of Union-Franklin-Dear-
born-Ohio-Switzerland, with a voting population of 17,715,206 with an
under-representation deviation of almost 22 percent. The court pointed
out that Union could have been joined with Wayne in a senatorial district
203. Ind. Acts 1807, ch. 51, p. 65. See apps. 0-1, 0-2.
204. Ind. Acts 1903, ch. 206, p. 358. See apps. P-1, P-2.
205. Brooks v. State ex rel. Singer, 162 Ind. 568, 70 N.E. 980 (1904).
206. The court's total is 17,775 which is slightly more than that of the official 1901
enumeration figures for these counties.
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and omitted from a Franklin-Dearborn-Ohio-Switzerland combination,
thereby insuring both districts much less deviation from the "ideal."2 '
The court expressly defined the identity of those having a legitimate
interest to maintain an action questioning the constitutional validity of a
legislative apportionment act. The rule stated includes every citizen of
the State over the age of twenty-one years at the time the last preceding
enumeration was taken, and it is not necessary that the wrong complained
of exist in his own senatorial or representative district. Over-represen-
tation in other districts or the denial of fair representation, the court ob-
served, is just as injurious to the political rights of those aggrieved there-
by, as if these inequalities were found in their own district.08
The 1904 election for senators and representatives to the General
Assembly was held under the apportionment act of 1897.
By 1905, the blood on the floor was almost dry. In that year, the
64th General Assembly passed a new apportionment act,2 08 hopeful that
it would endure until 1909, when another apportionment was due under
the six-year constitutional cycle. In fact, the act of 1905 endured for
a decade.
On the whole, the 1905 act was an improvement over that of 1903,
although twenty-two of the Senate districts and fifty-eight of the repre-
sentative districts were identical with those contained in the act of 1903.
When 1909 arrived and the 66th General Assembly convened, neither
outgoing Governor J. Frank Hanly,210 nor the new Governor Thomas R.
Marsha12 1 1 mentioned legislative apportionment in his address to the new
assembly. An apportionment bill was introduced in the Senate, 12 was
referred to the committee on legislative apportionment, and was with-
drawn by its author before action was taken. An apportionment bill was
introduced in the House, was referred to the committee on elections, and
no further action was taken.
In 1911, an apportionment bill was introduced in the Senate 3 of
the 67th General Assembly, and passed second reading, but the assembly
adjourned without the Senate having enacted it.
No action was taken by the 68th General Assembly in 1913; after
all, 1915 on the constitutional clock was only two years ahead.
207. See apps. P-1, P-2.
208. Brooks, 162 Ind. at 577, 70 N.E. at 983. As the court stated the rule, it would
be necessary for the complaining party to be one who had been counted in the last pre-
ceding enumeration.
209. Ind. Acts 1905, ch. 67, p. 117. See apps. Q-1, Q-2.
210. 1909 IND. S. JouR. 20 (January 8, 1909).
211. 1909 IND. S. JouR. 96 (January 11, 1909).
212. S.B. 151, H.B. 590, 66th Gen. Assem. Ind. (1909).
213. S.B. 406, 67th Gen. Assem. Ind. (1911).
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On schedule, the 69th General Assembly passed the apportionment
act of 1915.214 Many of its districts would not meet the equal protection
standards of today. For the first and last time to date, the General As-
sembly permitted the county boards of commissioners, in counties as-
signed three or more members in the House, to create single-member dis-
tricts for the election of such members, provided the districts were cre-
ated before June 1, 1915. If the districts were not created, such represen-
tatives were to be elected at large. There were six such counties: Marion,
Lake, St. Joseph, Vanderburgh, Vigo, and Allen.
On May 28, 1915, Charles W. Jewett, as a taxpayer and voter of
Marion County, brought an action against the Board of Commissioners
of Marion County to enjoin and restrain the Board from adopting any
order or ordinance dividing the county into districts for the election or
nomination of the ten representatives apportioned to the county. The
essential theory of the complaint was that any such order or ordinance
would be void because the apportioning of representatives and the creat-
ing of districts for the election of representatives is a legislative function
and as such cannot be delegated. The Marion Circuit Court agreed, and
entered judgment accordingly against the Board. The Board appealed to
the supreme court.
On December 8, 1915, the supreme court reversed, with instructions
to dissolve the restraining order, and to sustain the demurrer to the
complaint.21
A search of the records of the Board of Commissioners of Marion
County for the years 1915 and 1916 reveals only one entry in this matter.
A resolution of January 12, 1916, signed by two commissioners, ordered
the County Auditor to disregard, and declared to be null and void, a reso-
lution of December 31, 1915, signed by two commissioners of the Board
as then constituted.216 The resolution of December 31, 1915, reproduced
214. Ind. Acts 1915, ch. 153, p. 599 (Senate) ; Ind. Acts 1915, ch. 181, p. 656
(House).
215. Board of Comm'rs v. Jewett, 184 Ind. 63, 110 N.E. 553 (1915).
216. 1916 Marion County Commissioners Record, bk. 47, p. 10, on file in the office
of the Auditor of Marion County.
A search of the records in the office of the Clerk of Circuit Court of Marion County
reveals, in vol. 32 of the Entry Docket of the Marion County Circuit Court, that the last
entry in Cause No. 25,277, Marion Circuit Court, Jewett v. Board of Commissioners of
Marion County, reads as follows: "July 9, 1916-Certified copy of Opinion Supreme
Court. Reversed Sup. Ct. Costs $26.00." The record reveals no further action of any
kind. The record prior to the entry of July 8, 1916, carries the case only to appeal to
the supreme court. The mandate of the supreme court was not carried out. Is the case
still pending?
The records of the respective boards of commissioners of the counties of Allen,
Lake, St. Joseph, Vanderburgh, and Vigo reveal that no resolution or ordinance was
passed creating single-member legislative districts in these counties in 1915. For this
information, I am indebted to Messrs. John H. Heiney of Fort Wayne, Robert A. Lucas
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in the later resolution, recited that the Board of Commissioners had di-
vided Marion County into ten representative districts on May 27, 1915,
but that the apportionment ordinance had not been spread of record be-
cause of the injunction proceedings, and ordered that the ordinance be
spread of record. The "ordinance resolution" of May 27, 1915, passed
by the Board of Commissioners of Marion County, creating ten single-
member legislative districts in Marion County, was never made a matter
of public record, and a reasonably diligent search in 1966 failed to reveal
any knowledge or evidence of its provisions.
VIII
The passage by the 72nd General Assembly of the apportionment act
of 1921217 might seem to be the subdued ending of a brawling period of
apportionment wars which stretched back to 1879. Looking backward
now, the 1921 act seems more a part of a premature prelude to the latest
chapter on legislative apportionment, which records an explosion that
erupted in the seventh decade of this century, and is rumbling even yet.
Anticipating adoption of the Nineteenth Amendment to the Consti-
tution of the United States, effective August 26, 1920, which granted
suffrage to women, the 71st General Assembly, meeting in 1919, and the
72nd General Assembly in 1921, passed, among others, two proposed
amendments to the state constitution.
The first proposal was to amend section 2 of article 2, defining
voters, which read, "every nude citizen of the United States, of the age
of twenty-one years and upwards, . . ." by deleting the word "male."
The proposed amendment also removed the right of suffrage from non-
citizens who had declared their intention to become citizens "conformably
to the laws of the United States on the subject of naturalization." The
deletion of the word "male" would make the Indiana Constitution con-
form to the Nineteenth Amendment of the United States Constitution.
This proposed amendment along with others, was submitted to the
voters of the State in a special election in which the only matters before
them were proposed constitutional amendments, on September 6, 1921.
The proposed amendment was approved by a vote of 130,242 for, and
80,574 against.
and James A. Holcomb of Gary, James F. Thornburg and Franklin A. Morse II of
South Bend, Joe S. Hatfield of Evansville, Leonard F. Conrad and the Honorable H.
Ralph Johnston of Terre Haute.
The records of elections on file in the office of the Secretary of State of Indiana
show that the members of the Indiana House of Representatives from the counties of
Marion, Allen, Lake, St. Joseph, Vanderburgh, and Vigo were elected at large, and not
from single-member districts, in the elections of 1916, 1918, and 1920.
217. Ind. Acts 1921, ch. 271, p. 843 (Senate); Ind. Acts 1921, ch. 78, p. 174
(House). See apps. S-la, S-2a.
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At the same time, the 71st and 72nd General Assemblies proposed
an amendment to sections 4 and 5 of article 4 of the constitution.
Section 4 of article 4 then provided, as it does now, that the General
Assembly, every sixth year, should cause an enumeration to be made of
all inale inhabitants over the age of twenty-one years.
Section 5 of article 4 provided, as it does now, that the number of
senators and representatives shall, at the session next following each
period of making such enumeration, be fixed, and apportioned among
the several counties, according to the number of male inhabitants above
twenty-one years of age in each.
The 71st and 72nd General Assemblies proposed to amend sections 4
and 5 of article 4 in a single amendment, not only by removing the "male"
problem, but also by substituting a different formula for the population
base for apportionment. Instead of using an enumeration of "all inhabi-
tants (or citizens) over the age of twenty-one years," it was proposed to
substitute a provision that every sixth year the General Assembly should
"cause to be ascertained the number of votes cast for all of the candidates
for secretary of state in the different counties at the last preceding gen-
eral election." This formula would be used as the basis for apportionment.
This proposed amendment was also submitted to the voters in the
special election of September 6, 1921, and was rejected by them by a
vote of 76,963 for, and 117,890 against.
A similar proposed amendment to sections 4 and 5 of article 4 using
the same "votes cast for all the candidates for secretary of state in the
different counties" formula was passed in 1923 and 1925 respectively by
the 73rd and the 74th General Assemblies, but it was again rejected by
the voters in the general election of 1926.
The two sections have not been amended since.
The 74th General Assembly, however, passed a new permanent
enumeration act,218 to be carried out in the townships, which incorporated
by reference the enumeration act of 1865 advocated by Governor Mor-
ton,219 and the act of 1877.220 Under the 1925 act, an enumeration was
taken in 1925, but was never used.22'
In making his biennial address to the 75th General Assembly in early
1927, Governor Jackson failed to mention that this was the year when
218. Ind. Acts 1925, ch. 106, p. 403.
219. Ind. Acts 1865, ch. 2, p. 41 (Spec. Sess.).
220. Ind. Acts 1877, ch. 38, p. 59 (which provided for the enumeration of male
Negroes over the age of twenty-one years).
221. The 1925 enumeration act which provided the mechanics to carry out § 4 of
article 4 was expressly repealed by Ind. Acts 1961, ch. 319, § 2011, the title of which
reads, "An Act concerning taxation and repealing certain laws." It, too, however, re-
ferred only to males.
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an apportionment act was on the constitutional calendar. Two appor-
tionment bills were introduced in the House.2 22 Neither reached a second
reading.
Neither Governor Jackson, in his farewell address, nor incoming
Governor Leslie mentioned apportionment to the new 76th General As-
sembly in 1929. One apportionment bill was introduced in the House, 23
but was withdrawn by its author, with the consent of the House, before
any action was taken.
Another apportionment act was due in 1933. There were more im-
portant problems than legislative apportionment on incoming Governor
McNutt's mind when he addressed the 78th General Assembly in Janu-
ary, 1933. Nevertheless, two apportionment bills were introduced.224
Both died early in their respective houses.
State scandals in high places, the Ku Klux Klan, the Depression, the
Defense Program, World War II, the Cold Wars, Korea-all may have
contributed to distracting the minds of the voters from the question of
how equally or how well they were represented in the General Assembly.
On August 2, 1961, almost eight months before the opinion in
Baker v. Carr,2 2 an original complaint was filed in the United States Dis-
trict Court for the Southern District of Indiana under the name of Stout,
et al. v. Hendricks, Secretary of State. Briefly, the theory of this class
action was that by reason of population shifts and the passage of time, the
1921 apportionment act had resulted in under-representation of voters
living in certain Indiana counties, in violation of both the state and fed-
eral constitutions.2 2
The jurisdiction in this case was predicated upon 42 U.S.C. sections
1983 and 1988, the Civil Rights Acts, and 28 U.S.C. sections 1343 and
1392(a), relating to jurisdiction and venue of district courts. The com-
plaint sought pursuant to 28 U.S.C. section 2201 a declaration of plain-
tiffs' rights and of the invalidity of the 1921 legislative apportionment
acts.
At the request of the district court, Chief Judge Steckler, under 28
U.S.C. section 2281, a three-judge court was appointed by Chief Judge
222. H.B. 381, 382, 75th Gen. Assem. Ind. (1927).
223. H.B. 300, 76th Gen. Assem. Ind. (1929).
224. H.B. 221, S.B. 248, 78th Gen. Assem. Ind. (1933).
225. See note 14 supra.
226. Earlier, a suit was brought in the United States District Court for the North-
ern District of Indiana by a plaintiff-taxpayer against the Governor and others seeking
a declaratory judgment and an injunction against the collection of a state income tax,
on the ground that the Indiana General Assembly which had passed the income tax act
was unconstitutionally apportioned. The three-judge district court dismissed the case for
lack of jurisdiction. Matthews v. Handley, 179 F. Supp. 470 (N.D. Ind. 1959), aff'd
per curiam, 361 U.S. 127 (1960).
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Hastings of the United States Court of Appeals for the Seventh Circuit,
on August 14, 1961, pursuant to 28 U.S.C. section 2284.
On August 7, 1962, another action was filed in the same court under
the name of Grills v. Welsh, Governor, et al. This action was filed against
the members of the State Election Board, also defendants in the Stout
case, and was also a declaratory judgment action, brought pursuant to 28
U.S.C. section 2201. This action was said to arise under, and jurisdic-
tion was apparently predicated on, Article 4, Section 4, and Article 6 of,
and the Fourteenth Amendment to, the Constitution of the United States.
The theory of the second action was that by reason of a state trial
court judgment 2-7 declaring the 1921 apportionment statutes unconstitu-
tional and denying the de facto authority of the General Assembly, the
conduct of an election in the districts created by the 1921 apportionment
statutes violated the federal constitution, certain acts of Congress, and
the Articles of Compact of the Ordinance of 1787.
The basic issue presented by each action was whether election of
members of the General Assembly from districts created by the 1921 ap-
portionment acts was in violation of the state and federal constitutions.
On November 27, 1962, the court, on its own motion, consolidated
the actions as to all proceedings, and for trial of all matters in issue, and
since that date, all motions, pleadings, and briefs by any of the parties,
and all entries, rulings, and opinions of the court have been considered
as continuing developments of the consolidated action. -8
227. On July 29, 1959, Nelson G. Grills, as State Senator, brought an action for a
declaratory judgment under state law, against certain other state senators in the Marion
County Superior Court. Grills v. Anderson, S59-600 (Room 5, Marion Co. Super. Ct).
The State Attorney General was served as required by law and entered his appearance.
On March 17, 1961, the judge of that court rendered a declaratory judgment declaring:
(1) that the apportionment acts of 1921 were unconstitutional under the state constitu-
tion, (2) that any General Assembly, after the date of this judgment, is in violation of
the act of Congress enabling the inhabitants of Indiana to form a state, and of Article
4, §§ 1 and 4, and Article 6, §§ 1 and 2 of the United States Constitution, and (3) that
members of a General Assembly attempting to serve after the date of this judgment are
without de facto authority to act as members of the General Assembly. No appeal
from this judgment was taken.
Later, the Indiana Supreme Court denied the jurisdiction of a trial court to order
the State Election Board to reapportion the General Assembly, on the ground that the
State Election Board was a legislatively created board without authority to reapportion.
State ex rel. Welsh v. Marion Superior Court, 243 Ind. 307, 185 N.E.2d 18 (1962).
During the pendency of Stout, various other cases were filed in state courts, includ-
ing Grills v. Branigin, C64-153 (Hendricks Co. Cir. Ct. 1965), Stewart v. Bottorff,
S66-537 (Marion Co. Super. Ct. 1965), and Castor v. Newlin, C65-382 (Marion Co. Cir.
Ct. 1965), but none reached the Indiana Supreme Court, before action was taken by the
three-judge United States district court on the same subject matter involved.
228. In the continuing course of the case, the court retaining jurisdiction through-
out, there were many substitutions of parties defendant, and even of parties plaintiff,
and the addition or substitution of different and new causes of action, but these will all
be assumed to be and treated herein as if they were manifestations and facets of the
same case, which in truth they were because, in whatever context and form they may
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In fact, this case has had at least four fundamental phases, which
will later be discussed in more detail." 9
The original ground for attack was the lack of a "rational basis" in
the 1921 apportionment acts for discrimination among voters in various
districts.3
The second was aimed at debasement in the 1963 apportionment act,
of votes "in the larger, more populous counties resulting in substantial
inequalities in the voting rights of those counties as measured against the
voting rights of citizens in the smaller, less populated counties." ''
The third was the attack on the first 1965 apportionment act pre-
senting the "other side of the coin," that votes of citizens in some of the
smaller counties have been debased vis-a-vis votes of citizens in the more
populous counties, as well as other districts generally."
The fourth phase was the review of the four Senate Plans and the
four House Plans passed with definite order of priority by the Second
Special Session of the 94th General Assembly in late 1965.
In this context, this consolidated case and its peripheral problems
will be discussed in the course of its development.
On October 19, 1962, the court declined, against Grills' insistence, to
interfere with the November, 1962, election of members of the General
Assembly, who were to be elected under the apportionment act of 1921.
At that point, the court deemed it wise to wait and see what the 93rd Gen-
eral Assembly would do when it met in January, 1963. The constitutional
schedule called for an apportionment act in 1963.
The 93rd General Assembly passed an apportionment bill, which,
along with three other bills, was sent to Governor Welsh within three
days of the general adjournment of the assembly on March 11, 1963.
The Governor called a special session of the General Assembly immedi-
ately, which convened on March 12.3'
appear, the 'basic issue presented was always whether elections of members of the Gen-
eral Assembly were from legislatively created districts which did not violate federal
constitutional standards. Consequently, whether the reference is to Stout v. Hendricks,
or Stout v. Bottorff, or to Grills v. Welsh, or to Grills v. Branigin, the reference is al-
ways to the same continuing litigation.
229. This chronological and historical statement has been drawn directly from the
careful and accurate statements of the court itself in its numerous entries and opinions
filed over a period of more than four years.
230. Stout v. Hendricks, 228 F. Supp. 568 (S.D. Ind. 1963).
231. See entry in Stout v. Bottorff for February 26, 1965, holding the 1963 act un-
constitutional.
232. Stout v. Bottorff, 246 F. Supp. 825 (S.D. Ind. 1965).
233. Stout v. Bottorff, 249 F. Supp. 488 (S.D. Ind. 1965).
234. As the 43rd General Assembly had done in 1863, the 93rd General Assembly
adjourned its regular session without having passed an appropriation act for the next
biennium. Governor Welsh was fortunate in that the 93rd General Assembly passed an
appropriation act in the special session which followed. A century earlier, Governor
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The Governor believed that he had five days, Sundays excepted, to
file with the Secretary of State, with his veto, any bills which he had
received within three days of adjournment of the regular session.33 On
March 15, the Governor filed the apportionment bill, along with three
other bills, and his respective vetoes thereof, with the Secretary of
State."6 The Secretary of State duly returned these bills to the General
Assembly, then in special session. The Senate failed to pass the appor-
tionment bill over the Governor's veto by a vote of 23-24 on April 1.
Believing that its prior bill had been effectively vetoed, the General
Assembly considered three other apportionment bills in the special session,
which if passed, would have reapportioned either the House of Represen-
tatives or the Senate, or both, effective for the 1964 general election and
thereafter. All such bills failed to pass.2"
The Special Session of the 93rd General Assembly adjourned April
20, 1963, apparently having sustained the Governor's veto of the appor-
tionment act of 1963, and without having passed any new apportionment
act. It had initiated a proposed constitutional amendment23s providing
Morton had been forced to borrow from counties, companies, and individuals to operate
the state government in the 1863-1865 biennium.
235. IND. CONST. art. 5, § 11 provides: "[I] f any bill shall not be returned by the
Governor within three days, Sundays excepted, after it shall have been presented to him,
it shall be law without his signature, unless the general adjournment shall prevent its re-
turn; in which case it shall be a law, unless the Governor, within five days after such
adjournment, shall file such bill, with his objections thereto, in the office of Secretary
of State; who shall lay the same before the General Assembly at its next session, in
like manner as if it had been returned by the Governor."
236. In his veto message on the 1963 apportionment act, the Governor stated: "The
redistricting of both the House of Representatives and the Senate which would be accom-
plished by this Act is in gross violation of Article 4, Section 5 of the Indiana Constitu-
tion requiring apportionment of Senators and Representatives on a population basis."
237. S.B. 420, 93rd Gen. Assem. Ind. (1963) (both houses); H.B. 1553, 93rd Gen.
Assem. Ind. (1963) (House) ; H.B. 1339, 93rd Gen. Assem. Ind. (1963) (Senate-
amended bill originally dealing with another subject).
238. This amendment, H.J.R. 6, Ind. Acts 1963, ch. 47 (Spec. Sess.), would have
constitutionally apportioned the Senate on a different basis than equality of voting
strength. This would probably have failed to meet the federal standards as applied
subsequently in Lucas v. Colorado General Assembly, 377 U.S. 713 (1964), which in-
volved an amendment to the Colorado Constitution, approved by the voters of Colorado.
A recent, but as yet unsuccessful, attempt to initiate a proposed amendment to the Con-
stitution of the United States, would permit the states with bicameral legislatures to
apportion one house on factors other than equality of voting population. (S.J. REs. 2,
89th Cong., 1st Sess. (1965), Mr. Dirksen, et al.). There are many bases on which
such a deviation might be established: geographical, governmental, industrial, agricul-
tural, and the like. In addition to the political unit basis of representation so fiercely
sought in the Constitutional Convention of 1850-1851, Indiana has furnished another
possible basis for legislative apportionment.
The State Platform of the Socialist Party of Indiana, adopted May 26, 1928,
pledged:
To call a convention to adopt a State Constitution in keeping with the spirit
of the times, so as to:
(4) Provide for the election of legislators by proportional represen-
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for apportionment, which, if it were to become an amendment, would re-
quire passage by the 94th General Assembly in 1965, and approval by the
voters in a subsequent election. By its own terms, the proposed amend-
ment would use the United States Census of 1970, as a basis for future
apportionment. No action under this proposed amendment could be taken
before the convening of the 98th General Assembly in 1973, and the 99th
General Assembly, due to meet in 1975, would be the first General As-
sembly which could be elected under an apportionment made pursuant to
the proposed amendment.
Under this state of facts, the three-judge district court reasonably
assumed that the only apportionment act still in existence in mid-1963
was that of 1921. The plaintiffs had not urged that the 1921 act was
void ab initio, but rather that it had become in fact unconstitutional, be-
cause of the changes and shifts in population which had occurred in the
forty-one years between the time of the enumeration on which the 1921
act was based and the taking of the 1960 United States Census. 39
The defendants, by the Attorney General of Indiana, admitted that
there was no longer any rational basis for the 1921 apportionment stat-
utes. On November 8, 1963, the court declared the 1921 apportionment
acts unconstitutional as being invidiously discriminatory under the Four-
teenth Amendment of the Constitution of the United States, and en-
joined their use in conducting any election after the 1964 general elec-
tion.24' The court declined to order an "at-large" election in 1964, or to
tation, so that the various parties may share in the government according to
the vote they poll; our ultimate aim being to obtain occupational instead of
geographical representation.
Query: Is the principle of proportional representation consistent with the constitutional
doctrine of Reynolds v. Sims and its companion cases?
As to weighted voting, and its variant, fractional voting, see Jackman v. Bodine, 43
N.J. 491, 205 A.2d 735 (1965) ; WMCA v. Lomenzo, 238 F. Supp. 916 (S.D.N.Y. 1965).
239. For an analysis of the 1921 act, see apps. S-la, S-2a. In the Senate, aside from
the floterial imbalances, a number of counties were over-represented: Wayne, 21%;
Clay-Parke, 18.8%; Scott-Jackson-Washington, 24.9%; etc.; others under-represented:
Miami-Howard, 20.5%; Union-Franklin-Decatur-Bartholomew, 12.8%; in the House,
over-represented: Marshall, 25.5%; Noble, 22.3%, Jasper-Newton, 18.9%; Jay, 21%;
Fountain, 43%; Hamilton, 39%; Hendricks, 41%; Morgan, 34.4%; Parke, 52%; under-
represented: Adams-Wells, 25%; Jay, 21%; Putnam-Owen, 16%; Greene, 19%.
240. Stout v. Hendricks, 228 F. Supp. 568 (S.D. Ind. 1963, as corrected 1964). See
apps. S-ib, S-2b.
On February 15, 1964, the plaintiff, Grills, filed an action in the Superior Court of
Marion County, Room 3 (S64-1358, State ex rel. Grills v. Welsh), contesting the 1963
apportionment act. On February 20, 1964, the plaintiffs in Stout filed a motion for per-
mission to file a second supplemental complaint to test the constitutionality of the 1963
act. On March 6, 1964, defendants in Stout filed a motion to dismiss the consolidated
actions. On April 24, 1964, Judge Holder, acting alone, entered an order dismissing the
consolidated action, on the theory that when the three-judge court entered its judgment
of November 8, 1963, invalidating the 1921 act, jurisdiction reverted to him to whom the
cases had been originally assigned prior to the composition of the three-judge court.
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declare void the 1962 election of members of the General Assembly. In
carefully prepared appendixes the court set out the population of the leg-
islative districts under the 1919 state enumeration, and the 1960 federal
census, with tables showing the adjusted representation in each house,
and the adjusted total representation, of all the counties under the 1960
voting population, classified under rural, semi-rural, and urban categories.
The court found that whether the criterion used was male inhabi-
tants over twenty-one years of age, voting population, or total population,
using the 1960 federal census figures, the 1921 act furnished no rational
explanation or justification for the present apportionment of the mem-
bership of either house in the General Assembly.
The majority of the three-judge court declined, however, to pass
judgment at this time on the federal constitutional validity of Sections 4
and 5 of Article 4 of the Indiana Constitution, which provide for an
enumeration of all male inhabitants over the age of twenty-one, upon
which the apportionment of members of the two houses of the General
Assembly is to be based.24' Judge Holder, however, urged that if the
statistics of apportionment were based on an enumeration or census which
excluded women, they would be discriminatory.242 The court subsequently
decided, with the parties agreeing, that the word "male" in Sections 4 and
5 of Article 4 of the Indiana Constitution had been deleted by the effect
of the Nineteenth Amendment to the United States Constitution.243
At this point, it appeared that the 1964 election for members of the
General Assembly would be held under the apportionment act of 1921.
Thereafter, however, on February 10, 1964, the Indiana Supreme Court
decided the case of Hendricks v. State ex rel. Northwest Indiana Crime
Stout v. Hendricks, 228 F. Supp. 613 (1964). On November 4, 1964, the other two
judges, Circuit Judge Kiley and Chief District Judge Steckler, vacated the order of dis-
missal and subsequently denied the defendants' motion to dismiss and granted the plain-
tiffs' motion to file a second supplemental complaint. Stout v. Hendricks, 235 F. Supp.
556 (1964). On the vacation of the dismissal, Judge Holder disqualified himself, and
was replaced on the three-judge court by Chief Judge Grant of the United States Dis-
trict Court for the Northern District of Indiana. A case filed in the Northern District
of Indiana, Broden v. Bottorff, F.W. Civ. No. 1487 (1964), questioning the validity of
the 1963 act, was stayed, pending the outcome in Stout, and was subsequently dismissed.
241. "The record before us is insufficient upon which to justify deciding the ques-
tion raised by Judge Holder. It is a constitution that he is making a judgment upon. It
is unnecessary now to do so since the invalidity of the 1921 apportionment statutes is a
sufficient basis for the relief being granted at this time." Stout v. Hendricks, supra note
240, at 612-13.
242. "If such statistics prevail then the liberty and individuality of women as a
group or class in Indiana will be emasculated." Stout v. Hendricks, supra note 241, at
601.
243. Stout v. Bottorff, 246 F. Supp. 825 n.9 (S.D. Ind. 1965). "It is, of course,
agreed that the word 'male' above, has been effectively deleted from Article 4, Section
5, by the Nineteenth Amendment to the United States Constitution."
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Commission,24 and held that the Governor had waited too long to veto
the bills passed near the end of the regular session of the 1963 General
Assembly. In a footnote to its opinion in that case, the supreme court in-
dicated that the validity of certain bills other than the one directly in-
volved in the decision, vetoed by the Governor in the same manner, in-
cluding the 1963 legislative apportionment bill, turned upon the same
question of law. Thus, the apportionment act of 1963 was legitimated.
The members of the 94th General Assembly chosen in 1964, were
elected under the 1963 apportionment act.2
On December 23, 1964, only two weeks before the 94th General As-
sembly was to convene, the three-judge United States district court per-
mitted the plaintiffs in the Stout case to file a supplemental complaint,
which they subsequently did, challenging the constitutionality of the 1963
apportionment act under the equal protection clause of the Fourteenth
Amendment to the United States Constitution and under the Indiana
Constitution. Echoing the complaint already made in other states about
the increasing dominance in state legislatures of a minority rural vote,
this attack was directed at the debasement of votes in the more populous
counties which created inequalities in the voting rights in those counties
in comparison with the voting rights of citizens in the less populated
counties.
On February 26, 1965, the three-judge district court decreed that the
apportionment act of 1963 was unconstitutional under both the federal
and state constitutions.246 Noting that the 1963 act had been based on the
federal census of 1960 of all inhabitants of the various counties over the
age of twenty-one years, the court, in its entry, carefully reviewed the
particular facts involved in both Senate and House apportionments. 4 7
In the House, the court pointed out that under the 1963 act five dis-
tricts, Clark, LaPorte, LaPorte-Starke, Monroe, and Porter, electing five
representatives, had voting populations under the 1960 census more than
20 percent greater than the average voting population per representative
for the State as a whole; eight districts electing eight members had vot-
ing populations less than 80 percent of the average voting population per
representative. The largest representative district, Clark County, with
a voting population of 35,657, was 2.16 times larger than the smallest
representative district, Crawford and Harrison Counties, with a voting
population of 16,503. Thus, one vote in Crawford or Harrison Counties
for a member of the House was equivalent to 2.16 votes in Clark County
244. 245 Ind. 43, 196 N.E.2d 66 (1964).
245. Ind. Acts 1963, ch. 431, published in Ind. Acts 1965, p. 4. See apps. T-1, T-2..
246. Stout v. Bottorff, entry for February 26, 1965 (civil action-No. IP 61-C-236).
247. See apps. T-1, T-2.
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for a member of the House. The court noted also that the districts of
Monroe, Porter, LaPorte, and Clark were more than twice as large in
terms of voting population than the districts of Boone and Crawford-
Harrison, and that each of such districts was more than 70 percent larger
in terms of voting population than the districts of Benton-White or Perry-
Spencer. Boone, for example, constituting one district and having a vot-
ing population of 16,682, had greater representation than Noble, De Kalb,
Dearborn, Greene, Randolph, Gibson, Marshall, or Morgan, each of
which was larger than Boone and had to share a representative with an-
other county.
In the Senate, under the 1963 act thirty-two of the fifty members
were elected from districts the population of which deviated by more
than 20 percent from the "ideal" district based on the 1960 voting popu-
lation. Each of the senatorial districts containing the counties of Allen,
St. Joseph, Lake, LaPorte, and Marion was more than twice as large in
terms of voting population, than the districts of Fountain-Vermillion-
Warren or Jay-Randolph.
The court found that when the counties were grouped into classifi-
cations such as "rural" (fifty-nine counties having no municipality
greater than 10,000 in total population), "semi-rural" (twenty-six coun-
ties having one or more municipalities with a population exceeding 10,000
but not exceeding 50,000), and "urban" (seven counties having one or
more municipalities with a population exceeding 50,000), a substantial
discrimination was shown in the Senate apportionment against the urban
group and in favor of the rural group.
While such discrimination as between urban and rural was not evi-
dent in the House apportionment, wide variations existed among the
various counties within each group.
The court found no justification for the obvious inequities in the
apportionment districts in both houses when measured against the re-
quired standard of "substantial equality" under the equal protection clause
of the fourteenth amendment.
The 94th General Assembly was still in its regular session. With
reasonable promptness it enacted the first apportionment act of 1965.248
In the appendixes of the various opinions of the three-judge district
court in Stout, up to this time, it had been pointed out meticulously "That
248. Ind. Acts 1965, ch. 230, p. 547. This act had a general repealing clause, and
expressly repealed.the apportionment acts of 1921 and 1963. For the effect, generally,
of repealing clauses in acts themselves unconstitutional, see note 201 supra; Fesler v.
Brayton, 145 Ind. 71, 44 N.E. 37 (1896). However, the acts expressly repealed here had
been adjudicated as federally unconstitutional by the three-judge district court. See
apps. U-1, U-2.
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in the case of counties which are assigned representation individually and
an additional representative jointly with another county, the two counties
have been combined for the purpose of this table."
The plaintiffs had not yet called to the attention of the court the
invidious possibilities of malapportionment within the floterial districts.
The 1964 opinions of the Supreme Court of the United States, if not
approving such districts, had, by no reasonable inference, disapproved
them.
249
Shortly, with additional plaintiffs, there was filed in Stout a third
supplemental complaint, alleging that the "special joint districts" (refer-
red to by defendants as "floterial districts") which appeared in the 1965
apportionment act violated the Fourteenth Amendment to the Constitu-
tion of the United States, and that the votes of citizens in the smaller
counties, whose only representation was in a district containing a much
more populous county which also had other representation, were debased
in comparison with the votes of citizens in the more populous county, as
well as with other districts generally. It is understandable that the At-
torney General of Indiana, through his Chief Counsel, was aggrieved at
this belated raising of the question. °
On September 20, 1965, the three-judge district court in Stout de-
249. Described in Davis v. Mann, 377 U.S. 678, 687 n.2 (1964), and referred to in
Reynolds v. Sims, 377 U.S. 533, 579 n.59 (1964). The text, which footnote 59 in
Reynolds v. Simh supports, reads as follows: "Single-member districts may be the rule
in one State, while another State might desire to achieve some flexibility by creating
multi-member or floterial districts." As to the understanding in Virginia of footnote
59: On May 29, 1965 the Honorable Robert Y. Button, Attorney General of the Com-
monwealth of Virginia, addressed a letter to the Honorable John J. Dillon, Attorney
General of the State of Indiana, a copy of which was attached to and made a part of
"Defendant-State Officials' Brief in Support of the 1965 Apportionment Act," filed in
Stout on June 14, 1965, which letter reads in part as follows: "As a result of Davis v.
Mamn, there was a special session of the General Assembly of Virginia in November,
1964, which enacted a new apportionment act. Several floterial districts are contained
in this act. For example, the 8th District in the House of Delegates consists of Amherst
County and the City of Lynchburg, one delegate, and the 43rd District has one delegate
alone for the City of Lynchburg. So in these districts there was no change from the
previous acts in effect at the time of Davis v. Mam; and referred to therein."
As to judicial understanding, see Dungan v. Sawyer, 253 F. Supp. 352, 358 (D. Nev.
1966). The court states: "The use of floterial districts has been approved by the Su-
preme Court" (citing Reynolds v. Simh and Davis v. Maim). See app. X.
250. On page 10 of "Defendant-State Officials' Brief in Support of the 1965 Ap-
portionment Act," filed in Stout on June 14, 1965, appears the following: "Moreover, in
the 'Memorandum Containing Proposed Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law....
which [the Stout counsel] submitted and which this Court very substantially followed in
its entry of February 26, 1965, they not only made no condemnation of the floterial
districts in the 1963 act (many of which were also in the 1921 act) but they even com-
bined them with the overlapping single county districts they included in the tables setting
forth their 'population per representative or senator' statistics."
The defendant graciously added: "The foregoing statement is not to be interpreted
as any charge of improper conduct or -bad faith on the part of plaintiffs' counsel."
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clared the first 1965 apportionment act unconstitutional. 25 1
Summarizing the progress of the long-continuing litigation, and re-
viewing the Indiana constitutional history, the court found that the type
of floterial district used in the 1965 act was unconstitutional and resulted
in impermissible dilution of the weight of votes in smaller counties joined
in districts with larger counties, when compared with the weight of votes
in other districts in the State, as well as with the weight of votes in the
larger counties with which the smaller counties were joined.
The court observed that it was remitting the reapportionment prob-
lem to the Indiana legislature, because that body had the primary re-
sponsibility. The court set December 1, 1965, as the time limit for the
legislature to produce a constitutional apportionment and redistricting act.
Pursuant to the call of the Governor, the Second Special Session of
the 94th General Assembly convened on October 18, 1965, to consider,
among other matters, new apportionment legislation.
The Supreme Court of the United States has not fixed any definite
limit of allowable deviation from the ideal population of a legislative
district.
Factors which the federal courts have considered include:
(1) deviations from the "ideal district" in terms of allow-
able deviation above and below the ideal, and a total range be-
tween the largest and smallest districts ;.52
(2) the population variance ratio, which is derived from
a comparison of the population of the largest and smallest
districts ;2
(3) the minimum percentage of the total population which
theoretically is able to elect a majority of the legislature;24
(4) in addition to mathematical "substantial equality,"
impartiality, or its absence, may be a factor, and a showing that
the apportionment is invidiously intended to favor the interests
of one element of the total voting population at the expense of
another may invalidate such apportionment even though it is
mathematically acceptable.255
In its opinion invalidating the 1965 apportionment act, the three-
judge district court had included a thoughtful hint on the question of
251. Stout v. Bottorff, 246 F. Supp. 825 (S.D. Ind. 1965). See apps. U-I, U-2.
252. See Kilgarlin v. Martin, 252 F. Supp. 404 (S.D. Tex. 1966) ; Toombs v. Fort-
son, 241 F. Supp. 65 (N.D. Ga. 1965), aff'd, 384 U.S. 210 (1966).
253. See Davis v. Mann, 377 U.S. 678 (1964).
254. See note 158 supra.
255. See Sims v. Baggett, 247 F. Supp. 96 (M.D. Ala. 1965).
LEGISLATIVE APPORTIONMENT
deviation in footnote 15.256
However, on the third day of the Second Special Session of the
94th General Assembly, October 20, the three-judge district court issued
some words of advice to the parties in Stout, which also fixed a guideline
for the General Assembly.
257
On November 3, 1965, the Attorney General of Indiana, on behalf
of the defendants in Stout, and of the people, filed with the court, Senate
Enrolled Acts 464, 473, 469, and 474, and House Enrolled Acts 1678,
1680, 1681 and 1683, to which the parties referred as Senate Plans A,
B, C, and D, and House Plans A, B, C, and D, which designations the
court adopted. Except for both Plans A, each plan contained a statement
that it is "the understanding and intent" of the General Assembly that
that plan is to be void if the prior plan is constitutional. 5
The court decided that Senate Plan A was unconstitutional, and that
House Plans A and B were unconstitutional, but approved Senate Plan
B and House Plan C as satisfying the equal protection requirements of
the fourteenth amendment.259
The court carefully analyzed both Senate Plans A and B, and
pointed out that in Senate Plan A, passed one week after the court had
enunciated its guideline, there were six instances or combinations repre-
256. The Court referred to pending legislation in the 89th Congress, which has
passed the House, establishing 15% as the limit of deviation in congressional districting.
33 U.S.L. IVaEEK 2472, 2482 (Mar. 16, 1965). Representative Emanuel Celler of New
York has sponsored similar bills in each Congress, beginning with H.R. 2648 in the
first session of the 82nd Congress. At this time, it appears unlikely that the current
bill will pass the Senate.
The Court cites, also, Toombs v. Fortson, 241 F. Supp. 65, 70 (N.D. Ga. 1965), aff'd,
384 U.S. 210 (1966), in which the court, while declining to set a mathematical formula,
held that a greater variance than 15% "would be difficult, if not impossible to justify."
257. In a transcript of the record in Stout appears the following:
At 5:15 o'clock, P.M., October 20, 1965, in Evansville, Indiana, in the Court's
Chambers, the Honorable William E. Steckler dictated to this Reporter the
following:
The Court: As one of the members of the three-judge panel I have been author-
ized to speak for the Court and to inform counsel, by this addition to the
transcript of the meeting in my chambers at Indianapolis last Saturday, Octo-
ber 16, 1965, the following:
"Any deviation from the ideal in excess of 10% above or 10% below, or 20%
overall, could endanger any apportionment plan constitutionally."
This entry was referred to in Stout v. Bottorff, 249 F. Supp. 488, 490 n.1 (S.D. Ind.
1965). In chapter 5 of its December, 1962 report, the Advisory Commission on Inter-
governmental Relations, a congressionally created permanent commission to study the
many aspects of intergovernmental relations, recommended that where a legislative body
is to be apportioned by population only, the state constitution should specify the extent
to which legislative districts may represent different numbers of people in terms of a
percent deviation, not to exceed ten percent, from the number obtained by dividing the
total population of the state by the number of representatives in the legislative body.
258. See app. V-1, Senate Plans A and B, and app. V-2, House Plans A, B, and C.
These plans were enacted -by the 1965 General Assembly in its Second Special Session.
259. Stout v. Bottorff, 249 F. Supp. 488 (S.D. Ind. 1965).
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senting twelve of the thirty-two senatorial districts, in which there were
overall deviations in excess of 20 percent from the ideal Senate ratio of
one senator per voting population of 55,558. On the other hand in Sen-
ate Plan B, there were only two instances wherein the sum of the extreme
deviations above and below the ideal Senate ratio resulted in overall devi-
ations in excess of 20 percent.
With the same precise analysis, the court reviewed House Plans A,
B, and C, and rejected Plans A and B. The court noted, however, that
Senate Plan B had violated the Parker-Denney rules six times, and that
House Plan C had violated the Parker-Dennwy rules seventeen times in
the judicially noted good faith effort to comply with federal constitutional
standards.
Under Senate Plan B, the court noted that the voters in certain
counties would be represented in the Senate by holdover senators in whose
election they did not participate. In these eleven of the ninety-two In-
diana counties, the voters would not participate in the election of senators
until 1968. The court, while not approving this temporary inequity,
overruled the objections to it, reluctantly concluding that in the light of
the long history of legislative neglect to reapportion and the unsuccessful
legislative attempts to achieve conformity with federal constitutional
standards, this minor imperfection should not be permitted to overthrow
an otherwise acceptable plan.
The court gave notice of its decision in ample time for the General
Assembly to confirm its approval of Senate Plan B and House Plan C
within the limits of its constitutional forty-day session.
Election of members of the 95th General Assembly in 1966 was in
accordance with Senate Plan B and House Plan C.
However, the problems of legislative apportionment are not settled
in Indiana. Under Article 4, Section 4 of the Indiana Constitution, an
enumeration should be taken in 1967. This section is not self-executing.
It is doubtful whether there is presently adequate legislative implementa-
tion of this requirement. This might be remedied by the 95th General
Assembly in 1967, with provision to finance it. Without such action,
only the population data of the 1960 federal census would be available on
which to base the constitutionally scheduled reapportionment act of the
96th General Assembly in 1969. Obviously, if federal census figures
are to fulfill the enumeration requirement in the future, an amendment of
section 4 of article 4 is indicated. To insure coherence, an amendment of




Throughout the long history of legislative apportionment, including
the recent developments, most of the attention has been directed toward
the question of "substantial equality" of voting weight. The ideal sought
has been that the vote of any one person should have substantially the
same influence in electing legislative representatives as that of any other
voter in his district, or in the state generally. Indiana has not been
troubled by any built-in constitutional scheme of inflexible political unit
representation, which denied the "substantial equality" of the voting
strength of the individual voter."'
However, factors other than sheer mathematical exactitude may be
a part of this problem. Ethnic, racial, or religious considerations may
intrude into the particular picture. The courts may be called upon to
make fine distinctions based upon the particular facts. Every voter
should be protected against having the influence of his vote debased
because he belongs to a particular group or class.2 6' On the other hand,
he is not entitled as a matter of constitutional right to vote in a district
deliberately designed to contain voters predominantly of a particular
group or class.
26 "
A troublesome question, also, is whether local political units should
be divided, and their boundaries disregarded for legislative representa-
tion. There have long been those who believe that local political units
should be disregarded in the formation of legislative districts. 23  There
are others who do not believe that counties should be fragmented unless
it is imperative to satisfy equal protection requirements."" For many
260. See Roman v. Sincock, 377 U.S. 695 (1964).
261. Sims v. Baggett, 247 F. Supp. 96 (M.D. Ala. 1965).
262. Reynolds v. Sims, 377 U.S. 533, 579 (1964) ; Kilgarlin v. Martin, 252 F. Supp.
404, 415 (S.D. Tex. 1966) ; Mann v. Davis, 245 F. Supp. 241, 245 (E.D. Va.), aff'd, 382
U.S. 42 (1965). See also the tart remarks of Mr. Justice Douglas, though in dissent, in
Wright v. Rockefeller, 376 U.S. 52, 62, 66 (1964) : "The principle of equality is at war
with the notion that District A must be represented by a Negro, as it is with the notion
that District B must be represented by a Caucasian, District C by a Jew, District D by a
Catholic, and so on. . . . Of course race, like religion, plays an important role in the
choices which individual voters make from among various candidates. But government
has no business designing electoral districts along racial or religious lines." The burden
of proof of such discrimination is on him who asserts it. Kilgarlin v. Martin, supra.
263. See note 95 supra. Mr. Pettit of Tippecanoe, speaking in 1850; see also S.B.
468, 94th Gen. Assem. Ind. (2d Spec. Sess. 1965).
264. See transcript of conference in Stout held in the court's chambers on October
16, 1965. Monroe County has more than enough voters for one representative; its con-
tiguous county, Lawrence, has too few for one representative. Mr. Wood suggested tak-
ing the southern tier of townships of Monroe, and attaching them to Lawrence. Mr.
Bodine pointed out that "what you're doing is . . . taking a small segment of the popu-
lation from Monroe County, putting them with Lawrence County and thereby over-
whelming the people that are taken off a tier of townships from Monroe County." To
an objection that this kind of district might be substituting politics for figures, the
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purposes, the focal point for a voter is the county seat of his county of
residence. Many programs in which the citizen is interested-local high-
way, welfare, and the like-are administered on the county unit level. If
the state legislative representation for the voter, and his fellow countians,
is fragmented, he, and they, may not have adequate legislative represen-
tation, even though it is mathematically acceptable.265
Another policy problem of long standing concerns the populous
county entitled to more than one representative or more than one sena-
tor.2"' Equal protection does not necessarily require formation of all
single-member districts in a state's legislative apportionment scheme.26
However, it is likely to be true that in a multi-member district, where
representatives are chosen at large, all those elected will be of the same
political persuasion, whereas this might not be true if single-member dis-
tricts could be formed. If single-member districts are used, there is the
inevitable temptation of political gerrymandering, and the problem ulti-
mately becomes: how much is too much?
The "place" system is one compromise of this problem, between the
"at large" or single-member district choices. For example, district X is
entitled to two representatives. In the primary, each candidate must run
for nomination to one of the two "places." In the election, each candidate
runs against a particular candidate on the opposing ticket, and not against
the field, although all the voters in district X vote in the election for both
places.26 One way to accomplish this result is to set up district X and
district Y with identical components.
Another aspect of the problem is seen in the legislature which has
twice as many members in its House of Representatives as in its Senate.
pointed rejoinder of another participant, reminiscent of Dicken's "Oliver Twist,"
was that "you cannot separate politics from this argument And as soon as we do, we're
fools."
265. For an example of this splitting of political units for legislative representa-
tion purposes, see MiNN. STAT. ANN. §§ 2.101, 2.171 (Aug. 1966 Cum. Pamph.) (Le
Sueur County).
266. See note 102 supra. Mr. Stevenson of Putnam, speaking in 1850, believed
there should be single-member districts.
267. Reynolds v. Sims, 377 U.S. 533, 579 (1964) : "Single member districts may be
the rule in one State, while another State might desire to achieve some flexibility by
creating multi-member or floterial districts." Fortson v. Dorsey, 379 U.S. 433, 439
(1964); Kilgarlin v. Martin, 252 F. Supp. 404, 437 (S.D. Tex. 1966); Mann v. Davis,
245 F. Supp. 241, 245 (E.D. Va.), affd, 382 U.S. 42 (1965). However, in Lucas v.
Colorado General Assembly, 377 U.S. 713 (1964), Chief Justice Warren, speaking for
the Court, observed that county wide voting in multi-member counties is "extremely
objectionable." See also Baker v. Carr, 247 F. Supp. 629 (M.D. Tenn. 1965), upholding
single-member districts where one of the expressed legislative purposes was to minimize
dilution or cancellation of voting strength of various ethnic, economic, political, or social
elements of population within such counties.
268. See TENN. CODE ANN. § 3-110 (Supp. 1966): "Twenty-fourth district--Gles,
Lawrence and Wayne. Twenty-fifth district-Giles, Lawrence and Wayne."
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A simple method of apportionment would be to devise X number of ac-
ceptable Senate districts and then allot to each such district twice as many
representatives as senators. The objection to this is that in most cases,
acceptable House districts could be devised which are not coterminous
with Senate districts. If there is any submerging of minority interests
in the Senate districts, it is inevitably duplicated in the selection of those
elected to the House, when this method is used. This system precludes
any possibility of compensating for minor inequities in the apportion-
ment of one house by a different grouping of voters in districts for the
other." 9
An acceptable figure for "adjusted total representation" does not in-
sure that voters in districts under-represented in one house will be satis-
factorily compensated by over-representation in the other. Those in dis-
tricts over-represented in one house may have small comfort if there is
a built-in veto to their reasonable aspirations in the other."'
That legislatures have not done a satisfactory job of reapportioning
themselves needs little more citation.' There is no guarantee that a con-
sistently better job would be done by the courts, the executive branch, a
bi-partisan commission, or a panel of law school deans. 2
APPENDIX
EXPLANATION OF TABLES
The tables used employ a method based on the appendix to the
opinion of Mr. Justice Harlan in Baker v. Carr. His theory is that the
fractional share of representation which each county in a combined dis-
269. See Klahr v. Goddard, 250 F. Supp. 537 (D. Ariz. 1966). The court on its
own motion decided on a Senate of 30, instead of the 31 the Arizona legislature proposed,
and a House of 60 instead of the legislative 80. This is no doubt administratively con-
venient since the elections could be conducted under centralized county administration.
Once the districts are determined for the Senate, it simplifies matters to provide that two
House members should be elected for each such district. This would make the matter of
setting up the voting machines much less complex. While the principle of "substantial
equality" was apparently well served in this Arizona apportionment, it is to be hoped
that in passing on the problem of representative government, the courts will not be un-
duly influenced by the mechanical idiosyncracies of either voting machines or computers.
See Weaver & Hess, A Procedure for Nonpartisan Districting: Development of Com-
puter Techniques, 73 YALE L.J. 288 (1963).
270. For an excellent collection of the constitutional bases, and judicial develop-
ments in all 50 states to October, 1965, see McKAY, REAPPORTIONMENT: THE LAW AND
POLITICS OF EQUAL REPRESENTATIoN-THE TWENTIETH CENTURY FUND (1965).
271. See Stout v. Hendricks, 228 F. Supp. 568, 577 (S.D. Ind. 1963) : "The Attor-
ney General of Indiana, representing the various state officials, who are parties defend-
ant, has candidly stated that the only explanation which he can make for the present
apportionment, resulting from failure of nineteen consecutive general assemblies to per-
form their duty to reapportion under the Indiana Constitution is the desire of the in-
dividual legislators to retain their seats."
272. See Stout v. Bottorff, 246 F. Supp. 825, 836 (S.D. Ind. 1965) ; see also app. W.
INDIANA LAW JOURNAL
trict receives is determined by the relative voting power of the counties
that are joined together. Thus if county A has a population of 1,500,
county B has a population of 500, and the two are placed together in a
district to which is assigned one representative, county A is considered to
have .75 of one representative in that district, while county B is con-
sidered to have .25 of one representative. This seems more realistic than
asserting that each county has .50 of one representative. Political reali-
ties often differ from mathematical ones, and a county's voting strength
could be so distributed as fractional shares of several districts, in each of
which it would be outnumbered, as to give it an imposing mathematical
total but no actual representation.
However, the best approach to analysis of the various acts seems to
be based on Justice Harlan's concept. Thus for any given county the to-
tal of representatives (or senators) assigned to that county alone is added
to a fraction for each representative (or senator) which the county shares
with one or more other counties. Each fraction is the result of dividing
the population of the county by the total population of the district.
In the tables, for either house, the representation to which the coun-
ty's population entitles it, is computed by dividing the county's population
by the figure for an "ideal district." This is the same relationship as the
often-used "percent of ideal district." Thus if a county in the tables is
entitled to .915 of one representative, it may be said to constitute 91.5
percent of an "ideal district."
The ratio (using the word in its sense of the proportion of one thing
to another, and not in the sense of representing an "ideal district") be-
tween actual representation and rightful representation is established by
dividing the former by the latter (dividing "what it gets" by "what it
should get"). When a county has representation in more than one dis-
trict, the figure showing the representation to which it is entitled is re-
peated, but its ratio is computed only once, at the point where all of its
representation is added together.
It is obvious that in the case of a simple multi-county district, com-
posed entirely of counties which have no other representation, the ratios
for each county and for the district as a whole are the same. In floterial
districts, however, the counties' ratios differ from each other and from
that of the combined districts. The weight of each voter's ballot is de-
termined by the ratio of the voting unit in which he is placed. In Indiana,
this is always the county, and a method has been sought which would
emphasize total representation of each county. "District" ratios are
meaningless when some or all of the counties composing the district have
representation elsewhere, and therefore have not been entered. The word
LEGISLATIVE APPORTIONMENT
"area' is used to designate the totality of all districts which are inter-
locked by repetition of any of their component counties in more than one
district. The "area's" total population, average population per unit of
representation, and the ratio of the total area are computed in the final
column.
The ratios are shown in percentages rather than by any formula for
"population per adjusted representation" for three reasons:
1. It is a familiar concept, and this method uses the familiar
standard of 100 percent as perfection, with figures below 100 percent
showing under-representation, while figures over 100 percent show
over-representation.
2. The same standards are applicable to any apportionment act,
regardless of the size of population and of ideal districts in the various
periods studied.
3. This method permits the application of the same standards to
each house of a bicameral legislature, regardless of the relative size of
the two houses. If a county is entitled to 2 percent of the total represen-
tation in the House of Representatives, it is also entitled to 2 percent of
the Senate, whether this means two representatives and one senator, or
some other numbers. The ratios for each house having been established,
the combined ratio can be computed by the simple method of adding the
two sums and dividing the result by two.
The "ratio" is not the same figure as "deviation from the ideal dis-
trict," a concept used by some courts in evaluating apportionment acts.
If a district with only 50 percent of the population for an ideal district
is given one seat, the tables show its ratio as 200 percent, or double its
rightful representation, whereas its deviation from the ideal district would
be said to be 50 percent "on the low side." On the other hand, if a county
with 150 percent of the correct population is given only one seat, its ratio
is 66.7 percent, or two-thirds of its rightful representation, whereas its
deviation from the ideal district would be 50 percent "on the high side."
A comparison of the two ratios shows quickly that the small county is
three times as well represented as the larger one; in other words, if the
population of the large county is divided by that of the small one, the
"population variance ratio" would be said to be three to one. The "ratio"
seems to be the more vivid way of portraying these relationships, espe-
cially when working with apportionments where there are great discrep-
andes in the representation given the various counties or districts.
NOTE: All percentages were carried out to seven decimal places, and
the results rounded off to three decimal places in the tables as printed.
This explains the slight variations if the representation received is di-
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vided by the rightful representation to get the county or district ratios, or
if the total for a multi-county district under the column headed "Repre-
sentation actually received" is compared with the number of seats in the
district.
On the maps, counties or districts enclosed only by black lines are
non-floterial districts. Where two or more counties are included in such
a district, they are joined by a black arrow. The absence of a numeral
indicates that the county or district receives one representative or sena-
tor, as the case may be. Floterial areas are enclosed by red lines. The
counties within a floterial district are joined by a red arrow. Numerals
in counties in such districts indicate that the county has independent rep-
resentation in addition to its representation in the floterial district.
APPE Di A
REPRESENTATION TO CONSTITUTIONAL C01IM"E.I0N OF 1816
Official Territorial Census taken in 1815
Distribution of seats according to the Enabling Act
Total White Males of 21 .and upwards- 12,112
7otal delegates- 43
Average population represented by each delegate- 282
County Popula- Seats Represen- Rep. Ratio of






Wayne 1,225 4 4.31,h 4. 92.082
Franklin 1,430 5 5.071 5. 98.601
Dearborn 902 3 3.199 3. 93.792
Switzerland 377 1 1.337 1. 74.801
Jefferson 874 3 3.099 3. 96.796
Clark 1,387 5 4.918 5. 101.658
Harrison 1,056 5 3.7h5 5. 133.523
Washingtbn 1,420 5 5.035 5. 99.296
Knox 1,391 5 4.933 5. 101.366
Gibson 1,100 4 3.901 4. 102.545
Posey 320 1 1.135 1. 88.125
Warrick 280 1 .993 1. 100.714
Perry 350 1 1.241 1. 80.571
NOTE: This allocation follows the suggestions of the memorial (petition) of the
Territorial Legislature except that Harrison was given one additional representative.
The "omitted, section of Harrison County was certified as containing 1,174 inhabitants,
but the memorial to Congress asking for an additional delegate for that county gives no
figure for the number of white males over twenty-one years of age. This number may be
estimated as 223. On this basis, the total eligible population would be 12,335, with an
ideal district of 287. Harrison, with 1,279, would be entitled to 4.456 delegates. Her
ratio would be 212.197%. The figures for rightful representation and the ratios for all
other counties would be altered, but the change is not large enough to be significant.
Switzerland's ratio would be 76.127% and that of Gibson would be 3.04.364%.
APPENDIX B-I
Apportionment Established By Constitution Of 1816, Article XII, Sec. 9
SENATE
Census of 1815, with estimated figures for Jackson, Orange, and the counties from which
they were taken, and adjustment of figure for Harrison*
Total free white males 21 years and upward, Census of 1815- 12,112
Addition for omitted portion of Harrison County - 223
Total-- 12,335
Senate seats - 10






















Ratio of actual represen-
tation to rightful repre-
sentation. Divide what
it gets by what it should





district) 1,233 1 1. 1. 100.000 100.000
Wayne 1,225 1 .994 1. 100.653 100.653
Franklin 1,430 1 1.160 1. 8 6 .224 86.224
Dearborn 902 1 .732 1. 136.696 136.696
Switzerland 377 .306 .310 101.232
Jefferson 841 .682 .690 101.232
Clark 1,387 1 1.125 1. 88.897 88.897
Harrison 1,279 1 1.037 1. 96.O3 96.403
Washington 1,059 .859 .580 67.525
Orange 439 1 .356 .240 67.525 67.525
Jackson 328 .266 .180 67.525
Knox I,084 1 .879 1. 113.745 113.745
Gibson 1,034 1 .839 1. 119.216 119.246
Posey 320 .260 .337 129.789
Warrick 280 1 .227 .295 129.789 129.789
Perry 350 .284 .368 129.789
* An attempt has been made to adjust the populations as given in the Census of 1815 to
include Jackson and Orange counties, which were created by the Territorial Legisla-
ture to begin their existences Jan. I and Feb. 1, 1816. Acts, General Assembly of
Indiana Territory, 1815, Ch. I and Ch. 12. Jackson was taken from Washington and
Jefferson; Orange from Washington, Gibson and Knox. We have been unable to find
figures for the population included in the new counties from each of the old, but
have based our estimates on the county boundaries as given in the Territorial Acts,
and on the U.S. Census of 1820. It is possible that the apparent underrepresenta-
tion of the Washington-Orange-Jackson district is the result of mistakes in these
estimates. Harrison has been given the additional population indicated by her
memorial to Congress of January, 1916. See Appendix A.
** No county has representation in more than one district. Therefore each county's
ratio is identical with its district ratio, whether the district is composed of
one or more counties.
County
Constitutional Apportionment - 1816
SENATL
APPENDIX B-I
- Totar-Voting Population - 12,335
White males 21 years of age or over
Ideal Senate District - 1,233
Based on 1815 census, adjusted





Apportionment Established By Constitution Of 1816, Article XI, Sec. 9
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Census of 1815, with estimated figures for Jackson, Orange, and the counties from which
they were taken, and adjustment of figure for Harrison*
Total free white males 21 years and upward, Census of 1815- 12,112
Addition for omitted portion of Harrison County - 223
Total- 12,335
House seats - 29
Ideal House District - 425
County Popula- Seats Represen- Repre- Ratio of actual represen-
tion, in tation to sentation tation to rightful repre-
Census Dis- which actually sentation. Divide what it
of 1815, trict county's received gets by what it should






district) 425 1 1 1. 100.000 100.000
Wayne 1,225 3 2.882 3. 104.081 14.081
Franklin 1,430 3 3.365 3. 89.160 89.160
Dearborn 902 2 2.322 2. 94.235 94.235
Switzerland 377 1 .887 1. 112.732 112.732
Jefferson 841 2 1.979 2. 101.070 101.070
Clark 1,387 3 3.264 3. 91.925 91.925
Harrison 1,279 3 3.009 3. 99.687 99.687
Washington 1,059 2 2.h92 2. 80.264 80.264
Orange 439 1 1.033 1. 96.811 96.811
Jackson 328 1 .772 1. 129.573 129.573
Knox 1,084 3 2.551 3. 117.620 117.620
Gibson 1,034 2 2.433 2. 82.205 82.205
Posey 320 1 .753 1. 132.812 132.812
Warrick 280 1 .659 1, 151.786 151.786
Perry 350 1 .824 1. 121.:29 121.h29
* See explanation following table for Senate.
** See note on district ratios following table for Senate.
APPEDIX C-1
Act of 1836 - Indiana Laws, 1835-1836, Ch. I, 3
SENATE
Enumeration of 1835 -- IND. DOC. JOUR., Report of Sec. of State, 1 (1835)
Total white males 21 years and over (estimated) -- 100,000
Senate seats - 47






















Ratio of actual represen-
tation to rightful repre-
sentation. Divide what
it gets by what it should






district) 2,128 1 1. 1. 100.000 100.000
Knox 1,276 .600 .489 81.501
Daviess 909 1 .427 .348 81.501 81.501
Martin* 426 .200 .163 81.501
Lawrence 1,817 1 .854 1. 117.116 117.116
Greene 966 1.454 .479 105.608
Owen 1,049 .493 .521 105.608
Vigo 1,503 .706 .46o 65.176
Sullivan 1,149 1 .540 .352 65.176 65.176
Clay* 613 .288 .188 65.176
Putnam 2,492 1 1.171 1. 85.393 85.393
Parke 2,031 1 .954 1. 104.776 104.776
Fountain 1,899 1 .892 1. 112.059 112.059
Vermillion 1,587 .746 .634 (-?) 85.018 C-?)
Warren 916 1 .430 .366 (-?) 85.018 (-?) 85.018 (-?)
Part of
Jasper** - - - -
Tippecanoe 2,048 1 .962 1. 103.906 103.906
Clinton 910 1 .428 .483 113.011
Carroll 973 .457 .517 113.011
Montgomery 2,384 1 1.120 1. 89.262 89.262
Harrison 1,881 1 .884 1. 113.131 113.131
Perry 615 .289 .333 115.152
Crawford 496 1 .233 .268 15.152 115.152
Spencer* 737 .346 .399 115.152
Warrick 803 .377 .275 72.752
Vanderburgh 712 1 .335 .243 72.752 72.752
Posey 1,410 .663 .482 72.752
Gibson 1,254 .589 .558 94.662
Pike 577 1 .271 .257 94.662 94.662




County Pop. Seats Rightful Actual Ratio
in Rep. Rep.
Dis. County District
Orange 1,495 1 .703 1. 42.34241 12.341
Monroe* 1,509 1 .709 1. 241.021 141.021
Johnson 1,380 1 .648 1. 154.203 154.203
Morgan 1,380 1 .648 1. 154.203 154.203
Hendricks 1,727 1 .812 1. 123.219 123.219
Shelby 1,970 1 .926 1. 108.020 108.020
Marion 2,408 1 1.132 1. 88.372 88.372
Hancock 985 .463 .513 110.776
Madison 936 .40 .487 10.776
Hamilton 1,051 .494 .547 110.718
Boone 871 .409 .453 10.718
Cass 1,260 .592 .659 (-2) 111.355 C-?)
Miami 651 1 .306 .541 (-2) 11.355 (-f)
1-11.355 (-')
Fulton** - - . .
Allen 1,088 .511 -
Wells** - 1 -..
Adams** - -
Wabash 723 .340 -
Jay** - - -
Huntington 259 1122 - -
Grant 389 .183 - -
Elkhart 1,052 .494 - -
LaGrange 487 *229 - -
Steuben** - 1 -..
DeKalb** -..
Noble** - -
Delaware 867 .407 .477 117.052 117.052
Randolph 951 .447 .523 117.052
Henry 2,090 1 .982 1. 2101.818 101.818
Fayette 1,791 1.842 .543 64.5444
Union* 1,506 i .708 .457 64.54 6 4.5114
St. Joseph 1,013 .476 - -
Marshale* 1 -
Kosciusko 50 .23 -
Starke** - -
LaPorte 1,078 .507 -
Porter 230 .108 -
Newton** -





County Pop. Seats Rightful Actual Ratio
in Rep. Rep.
Dis. County District
Rush 2,581 1 1.213 1. 82.4149 82.449
Franklin 2,004 1 .942 1. 106.188 106.188
Dearborn 3,120 1 1.466 1. 68.205 68.205
Decatur 1,586 1 .745 1. 134.174 134.174
Switzerland* 1,509 1 .709 1. 141.021 1241.21
Ripley 1,250 1 .587 1. 170.240 170.240
Bartholomew 1,530 .719 .619 86.154
Jennings 940 .442 .381 86.154
Clark* 2,236 1 1.051 1. 95.170 95.170
Floyd 1,693 1 .796 1. 325.694 125.694
Jefferson 2,442 1 1.148 1. 87.142 87.142
Jackson* 1,359 1 .639 .657 102.901 102.901
Scott 709 .333 .343 102.901
Washington 2,238 1 1.052 1. 95.085 95.085
Wayne 4,174 2 1.961 2. 101.965 101.965
The enumeration of 1835 lists 72 counties. Nine of these report only the number of
polls; 12 others are given representation in the Act of 1836 but are not listed in
the enumeration. Ile estimate the total as approximately 100,000.
* Total estimated from polls.
e* Not listed in the enumeration.
Act provides that if Jasper becomes organized, it shall be consolidated in the
district"north of the county of arren."




Total white males 21 years and over (estimated) - 100,000
House seats - 100
Ideal House District - 1,000
County Popula- Seats Represen- Repre- Ratio of actual represen-
tion, in tation to sentation tation to rightful repre-
Enumera- Dis- which actually sentation. Divide what
tion of trict county's received it gets by what it should



















































































































































n 910 1 .910 1. 109.890 109.890
1 973 1 .973 1. 102.775 102.775
1,509 1 1,509 1. 66.269 66.269
n 1,380 1 1.380 1. 72.46h 72.464
1,380 1 1.380 1. 72.464 72.1464
cks 1,727 1 1.727 1. 57.904 57.904
k 985 1 .985 1. 101.523 101.523
APPEIDX C-2
Act of 1836
HOUSE OF REPREMITATIVES (cont.)























Jackson* 1,359 1 1.359 1. 73.584 73.584
Scott 709 1 .709 1. 141.04 211.044
Jennings 940 1 .9h0 1. 106.383 106.383
Huntington 259 .259 - -
Wells* - -
Jay -
Adams** - - - -
Grant 389 .389 .350 89.928
Wabash 723 1 .723 .650 89.928 89.928
IaGrange 487 .487 - -
Steuben** - -
DeKalb** - 1 . . .
Noble** -...
Marshal** -...
Kosciusko 50 1 .050 - - -
Starke** - -
Porter 230 .230 - .
Newton** - - ..
White 189 .189 - .
Jasper** - 1 -..
Pulaski -...
Miami 651 1 .651 - .























































































































HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES (cont.)
FLOATS
County Popula- Repres- Representation actually received Average Ratio Combined
tion entation for for area-all
to which 5-year 5-year inter-
county's period period locking
popula- (Reps.) % counties
tion included.




Knox 1,276 1.276 1. 2. 1. 2. 1. 1.4 109.718 Total
Daviess 909 .909 1. .681 1. .681 1. .872 95.969 
Pop.2,611





Sullivan 1,149 1.1I49 2. 2. 2. 2o 1. 1.8 156.658 Total







Putnam 2,492 2.492 3. 2. 3. 2. 3. 2.6 104.334 Total







Crawford 496 .496 1. .543 1, 1, 1. 0909 183.196
(with Total
Dub.) pop.
Perry 615 .615 1. l. 1, .455 1. .891 144.875 2,842
(with Each
Spen.) Eat (4)
Spencer * 737 .737 1. 1. 1. 9545 1. 0909 123.341 710
(with
Perry) Ratio:140.71,6%




Dabois* 417 .417 .420 .457 .420 1. .420 .543 130.230
(with (with (with (with
Pike) Craw.) Pike) Pike)
APPEND C-2
Act of 1836
HOUSE OF REPRESEETATIVES (cont.)
County Pop. Right- Representation actually received Average Ratio Combined
ful Area
Rep. 1836 1837 1838 1839 1840
Jefferson 2,442 2.442 3. 2. 2. 3. 3, 2.6 106.h70 Total
pop.
Wash. 2,238 2.238 2. 2. 3. 2. 2. 2.2 98.302 6,916





See note following Senate analysis for basis of estimates.
* Estimated from polls.
** Not listed in the enumeration.
Act provides that if Jasper becomes organized, it shall be consolidated in the
district "north of the county of Warren."
APPENDIX D-1
Act of 1841 - Indiana Laws, 1840-1841, Ch. X, 48
SENATE
Enumeration of 1840 -- IND. DOC. JOUR., 74 (1840)
Total white males 21 years and over (estimated) -- 127,607
Senate seats -- 50
Ideal Senate District - 2,552
County Popula- Seats Rightful Repre- Ratio of actual represen-
tion in Represen- sentation tation to rightful repre-





district) 2,552 1 1 1. lOO.YY) 100.000
Putnam 2,706 1 1.060 1. 94.309 94.309
Montgomery 2,856 1 1.119 1. 89.356 89.356
Parke 2,505 1 .982 1. 101.876 101.876
Knox 1,831 1 .717 1. 139.377 139.377
Lawrence 2,189 1 .858 1. 116.583 116.583
Vermillion 1,649 1 .6146 1. 154.760 154.760
Clinton* 1,423 .558 .474 85.010
Carroll 1,579 1 .619 .526 85.010 85.O10
Vigo* 2,379 .932 .490 52.597
Clay 1,023 1 .4i0 .211 52.597 52.597
Sullivan* 1,45o .568 .299 52.597
Harrison 2,425 1 .950 1. 105.237 105.237
Orange* 1,756 .688 .688 100.000
1 100.000
Crawford 796 .312 .312 
00.000
Daviess 1,439 1.564 .668 118.477 18.477
Martin 715 .280 .332 118.477
Monroe 1,788 .701 .841 119.9811 119.981
Brown 339 .133 .159 119.981
Perry 872 .342 .287 83.947
Spencer* 1,174 1 .460 .386 83.()47 83.947
Warrick 994 e389 .327 83.947
Owen 1,328 .520 .482 92.632
Greene 1,427 1 .559 .518 92.632 92.632
Vanderburgh* 1,458 .571 .435 76.179
Posey* 1,892 1 .741 .565 76.179 76.179
Gibson 1,610 .631 .502 79.526
Pike 897 1 .351 .280 79.526 79.526
Dubois 702 .275 .218 79.526
Hendricks 2,076 1 .813 1. 122.929 122.929
Shelby 2,178 1 .853 1. 117.172 117.172
Marion* 3,005 1 1.178 1. 84.925 84.925
APPEDIX D-1
SENATE (cont.)




Madison* 1,687 I.5 60 84.78h
Hancock 1,323 .518 hho 84.78h
Hamilton 1,706 .668 .510 76.270 76.270
Boone 1,640 .643 .490 76.270
Henry 2,403 1 .912 1. 106.201 106.201
Fayette 2,058 .806 .569 70.575
Union 1,558 .610 .431 
70.575 70.575
Franklin 2,467 1 .967 1. 1O3.445 103.445
Dearborn 3,376 1 1.323 1. 75.592 75.592
Ripley 1,696 1 .665 1. 150.472 150.472
Switzerland* 1,823 1 .714 1. 139.989 139.989
Jennings 1,384 .542 .145 82.084 82A084
Bsrtholonew* 1,725 .676 .555 82.084
Clark 2,036 1 .798 1. 125.344 125.344
Floyd* 1,857 1 .728 1. 137.426 137.426
Jefferson 3,175 1 1.244 1. 80.378 80.378
Jackson 1,580 .619 .647 104.5hj7
Scott 861 1337 .353 lO4.547 104.547
Washington 2,694 1 1.056 1. 94.729 94.729
Fountain* 2,195 1 .860 1. 116.264 116.264
Tippecanoe 2,878 1 1.128 1. 88.673 88.673
Grant 1,009 .395 .374 94.484
Delaware 1,692 1 .663 .626 
94.484 94.484
Johnson 1,709 1 .670 1. 149.327 149.327
Morgan 1,871 1 .733 1. 136.398 136.398
Decatur 1,932 1 .757 1. 132.091 132.091
Rush 2,799 1 1.097 1. 91.175 91.175
Cass 1,109 .435 .490 112.771
Miami 604 1 .237 .267 112.771 112.771
Wabash 550 .216 .243 112.771
St. Joseph* 1,362 .534 .640 119.925
Marshall 366 1 .143 .172 119.925 119.25
Fulton 400 .157 .188 119.925
Ekart 1,225 .48o .520 lO8.365
Kosciusko 777 1 .3o4 .330 108.365 108.365
Whitley 353 .138 .150 108.365
LaGrange* 809 .317 .333 105.107
Steuben* 574 1225 .236 105.107 105.107
.oble 631 i271 .252 105.107
DeKalb* 434 .170 .179 105.107
Allen* 1,662 .651 .584 89.701
Adams 492 1193 .173 89.701 89.701
Wells* 383 .150 .135 89.701
Huntington 308 .121 .108 89.701
Act of 181 P. 3
APPENDIX D-1
SENATE (cont.)
County Pop. Seats Rightful Actual Ratio
in Rep. Rep.
Dis. County District
Randolph 1,807 .708 .649 91.667
Blackford 246 1 096 .088 91.667 91.667
Jay 731 .286 .263 91.667
LaPorte 2,103 .824 .690 83.781
Lake 356 1 .139 .117 83.781 83.781
Porter 587 .230 .193 83.781
Warren* 1,152 .451 .589 130.470
White 385 .150 .197 130.470
Pulaski* 141 1 .055 o072 130.470 130.470
Jasper 200 .078 .102 130.470
Benton* 79 .031 .040 130.470
Starke** - - - - -
Wayne* 4,206 2 1.648 2. 121.350 121.350
* Total estimated from polls.




Total white males 21 years and over (estimated) - 127,607
House seats - 100
Ideal House District - 1,276
County Popula- Seats Rightful Repre- Ratio of actual represen-
tion in Represen- sentation tation to rightful repre-





district) 1,276 1 1 1. 100.000 100.000
Parke 2,505 2 1.963 2. 101.876 101.876
Clark 2,036 2 1.596 2. 125.344 125.344
Harrison 2,425 2 1.900 2. 105.237 105.237
Washington 2,694 2 2.111 2. 94.729 94.729
Marion* 3,005 2 2.355 2. 84.925 84.925
Franklin 2,467 2 1.933 2. 103.h45 103.b45
Fayette 2,058 2 1.613 2. 124.004 124.004
IaPorte 2,103 2 1.648 2. 121.350 121.350
Henry 2,403 2 1.883 2. 106.201 106.201
Wayne* 4,206 3 3.296 3. 91.013 91.013
Dearborn 3,376 3 2.6146 3. 113.389 113.389
Orange* 1,756 1 1.376 1. 72.665 75.665
Shelby 2,178 1 1.707 1. 58.586 58.586
Warrick 994 1 .779 1. 128.370 128.370
Vanderburgh 1,458 1 1.143 1. 87.517 87.517
Knox 1,831 1 1.435 1. 69.689 69.689
Clay 1,023 1 .802 1. 124.731 124.731
Vermillion 1,649 1 1.292 1. 77.380 77.380
Warren* 1,152 1 .903 1. 110.764 110.764
Clinton* 1,)423 1 1.115 1. 89.670 89.670
Carroll 1,579 1 1.237 1. 80.811 80.811
Morgan 1,871 1 1.466 1. 68.199 68.199
Johnson 1,709 1 1.339 1. 74.664 74.664
Jennings 1,384 1 1.085 1. 92.197 92.197
FloydW 1,857 1 1.155 1. 68.713 68.713
Scott 861 1 .675 1. 148.200 148.200
Jackson 1,580 1 1.238 1. 80.759 80.759
Switzerland* 1,823 1 1.1429 1. 69.995 69.995
Ripley 1,696 1 1.329 1. 75.236 75.236
Decatur 1,932 1 1.514 1. 66.046 66.046
Cass 1,1o9 1 .869 1. 115.059 115.059





















HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES (cont.)
Pop. Seats Rightful Actual Ratio
in Rep, Rep.
Dis. County District






























































































Huntington 308 .241 .329 136.179
Blackford 246 1 .193 .262 136.179 136.179
Wells* 383 .300 .4o9 136.179
Whitley 353 1 .277 .312 112.920 112.920
Kosciusko 777 .609 .688 112.920
Marshall 366 1 .287 .479 166.580 166.580
Fulton 400 .313 .522 166.580
Starke** - - - -
White 385 .302 .478 158.509
Pulaski* 41 1 .110 .175 158.509 158.509
Jasper 200 .157 .248 158.509
Benton* 79 o062 .098 158.509
Noble 611 .479 .430 89.859
LaGrange* 809 .634 .570 89.859
Steuben* 574 .450 .569 126.587 126.587
DeKalb* 434 340 .431 126.587
Adams 492 .386 .402 104.334 033
Jay 731 .573 .598 104.334
Porter 587 1.460 .622 135.313
Lake 356 .279 .378 135.313
APPENDIX D-2
Act of 1841
HOUSE OF REPRSENTATIVES (cont.)
FLOATS
County Popala- Rightful Representation actually received Ave. for Ratio, Combined
tion represen- 5-year 5-year area of






Rush+ 2,799 2.194 2. 3. 2. 2. 2. 2.2 100.293
Jefferson 3,175 2.488 3. 2. 3. 3. 3. 2.8 112.529
Vigo* 2,379 1.864 2. 3. 3. 3. 2. 2.6 139,454
Sullivan* 1,450 1.136 2. i. 1. 1. 2. 1.4 123.200
Randolph 1,807 1.4316 1. 1. 2. 1. 1. 1.2 84.737
Union 1,558 1.221 2. 1. 1. 1. 2, 1.4 114.660
Fount.* 2,195 1.720 1. 2. 1. 1. 2. 1.4 81.385
Tippe. 2,878 2.255 2, 2. 3. 3. 2. 2.4 106.407
Daviess 1,439 1.128 I 1. .668 1. .668 .867 76.919
(with (with
Martin) Martin)
Martin 715 .560 1. 1. .332 1. .332 .733 130.774
(with (with
Day.) Day.)
Boone 1,60 1.285 i. 2. 1. 2. i 1.4 108.927 Total pop
3,346





Mont. 2,856 2.238 3. 2. 3. 2. 3. 2.6 116.363 Total pop
5,562





Lawrence 2,189 1.716 2. 1. 2. i. 2. 1.6 93.266 Tot l pop,
1.4,316
Monroe 1,788 1.401 .8hi 1.681 .841 1.681 .841 1.177 83.987 'Each seat
and (3)
Brown, 339 .266 .159 .319 .159 .319 .159 .223 85 ;87 1,439
(jointly) Ratio
88.693%
Madison* 1,687 1.322 1. 2. 1. 2. 1. I.1. 105.892 Total pF
3,010




* Total estimated from 
polls3
Not listed in the enUmera ton.
+ Floats for which no combined area totals are. e'-ished were not listed in the Act as
combinations.
APPENDIX E-I
Act of 1846 -- Indiana Laws, 1845-1846, Ch. XV, 25
SENATE
Enumeration of 1845 -- IND. DOC. JOUR., Report of Auditor of State, 6 (1845)
Total* - 155,409
Senate seats - 50
Ideal Senate District - 3,108
County Popula- Seats Rightful Repre- Ratio of actual represen-
tion in Represen- sentation tation to rightful repre-





district) 3,108 1 1 1. 100.000 100.000
Steuben 848 *273 .305 111.960
DeKalb 904 1 e291 .326 111.960 u1.960
Roble 1,024 .329 .369 111.960
Elkhart 2,134 1 .687 .631 91.898
LaGrange 1,248 .402 .369 91.898
Kosciusko IA45 .465 .522 112.283
Whitley 587 1 .189 .212 112.283 112.283
Huntington 736 .237 .266 112.283
Allen 2,033 .654 .642 98.106
Wells 539 1 .173 .170 98.106 98.106
Adams 596 .192 .188 98.106
Jay 862 .277 .258 93.110
Blackford 362 1 .116 .108 93.110 93.110
Randolph 2,114 .680 .633 93,110
Wayne 4,839 1 1.557 1. 64.228 64.228
Henry 3,016 I o970 1. 103.050 103.050
Delaware 1,834 .590 .613 103.946
Grant 1,156 1 .372 .387 103.946
Wabash 1,335 .430 .526 122.507
Miami 1,202 1 .387 .474 122.507 122.507
Richardville
(Now Howard) 1444 .143 .190 133.333
Cass 1,603 1 .516 .688 133.333 133.333
Pulaski 284 091 .122 133.333
Fulton 782 .252 .234 93.054
Marshall 692 1 .223 .207 93.054 93.054
St. Joseph 1,866 .600 .559 93.054
Starke**
LaPorte 2,176 .700 .628 89.671
Porter 762 1 .245 .220 89.671 89.671
Lake 528 .170 .152 89.671
Fayette 2,039 1 .656 .577 87.971 87.71
Union 1,494 .481 .423 87.971
Franklin 3,070 1 .988 1. 101.238 101.238
Act of 1846 P. 2
APPENDIX E-1
SENATE (cont.)
County Pop. Seats Rightful Actual Ratio
in Rep. Rep.
Dis. County District
Dearborn 3,367 1 1.083 1. 92.308 92.308
Ripley 2,225 1 .716 1. 139.685 139.685
Rush 3,150 1 1.014 1. 98.667 98.667
Decatur 2,456 1 .790 1. 126.547 326.547
Madison 1,739 1 .560 .516 92.308
Hancock 1,628 .524 .484 92.308 92.308
Tipton 243 .078 .061 78.307
Boone 1,734 1 .558 .437 78.307 78.307
Hamilton 1,992 .641 .502 78.307
Carroll 1,868 1 .601 .525 87.330 87.330
Clinton 1,691 .5A4 .475 87.330
Tippecanoe 3,451 1 1.-10 1. 90.061 90.061
Fountain 2,431 1 .782 1. 127.849 127.849
Montgomery 3,100 1 .997 1. 100.258 100.258
Parke 2,648 .852 .595 69.827
Vermillion 1,803 1 .580 .405 69.827 69.827
Putnam 3,167 1 1.019 1. 98.137 98.137
Hendricks 2,272 1 .731 1. 136.796 136.796
Marion 3,735 1 1.202 1. 83.213 83.213
Shelby 2,563 1 .825 1 121.264 121.264
Johnson 2,066 1 .665 1. 150.436 150.436
Morgan 2,222 1 .715 1. 139.874 139.874
Clay 1,178 .379 .216 56.975
Vigo 2,449 1 .788 .449 56.975 56.975
Sullivan 1,828 .588 .335 56.975
Owen 1,808 .582 .506 86.913
Greene 1,768 1 .569 .494 86.913 86.913
Bartholomew 2,268 1 .730 .551 75.510
Jennings 1,848 .595 .49 75.510 75.510
Monroe 2,004 .645 .745 115.539
Brown 686 1 .221 .255 1l5,539
Ohio 898 .289 .340 117.772
Switzerland 1,741 1 .560 .660 117.772
Jefferson 3,656 1 1.176 1. 85.011 85.011
Clark 2,854 1 .918 1. 108.900 108.900
Jackson 1,923 .619 .6?0 108.330
Scott 946 1 .304 .330 108.330 108.330
Lawrence 2,262 1 .728 1. 137.4ol 137.401
Washington 3,035 1 .977 1. 102.405 102.1405
Harrison 2,536 1 .816 1. 122.555 122.555
Floyd 2,060 1 .663 1. 150.874 150.874
Act of 1846 P.
APPENDIX E-1
SENATE (cont.)
County Pop. Seats Rightful Actual Ratio
in Rep. Rep.
Dis. County District
Orange 2,002 1 .6144 .673 104.506
Crawford 972 .313 .327 104.506
Knox 2,181 1 .702 1. 142.503 142.503
Daviess 1,807 .581 .683 117.5051 117.505
Martin 838 .270 .317 117.505
Pike 1,035 .333 .277 83.235
Gibson 1,709 1 .550 .458 83.235 83.235
Dubois 990 .319 .265 83.235
Posey 2,210 1711 571 80289
Vanderburgh 1,661 1534 .429 80.289
Warrick 1,566 .504 .421 83.526
Spencer 1,255 1 .404 .337 83.526 83.526
Perry 900 .290 .242 83.526
Warren 1,328 .428 .547 127.901
White 543 
.175 
.223 127.901Benton 320 .039 .049 127.901 127.901
Jasper 439 .141 .181 127.901
* The heading as given is simply "Census" with no figures except totals for each of 9(
counties, whereas earlier enumerations had included other information.





House seats -- 100
Ideal House District - 1,554
County Popula- Seats Rightful Repre- Ratio of actual represen-
tion in represen- sentation tation to rightful repre-

















































































































































































































































HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES (cont.)





























































Whitley 587 .378 .444 117.460
Huntington 736 1 .474 .556 117.460 117.460
wells 539 .37 .475 136.916 136.916
Adams 596 .384 ,525 136.916
Marshall 692 1 .45 .469 105.427
Fulton 782 1.503 .531 105.4j27 127
Starke* - - -
Porter 762 .49o .591 120.465
Lake 528 1 .340 .409 120.465 120.465
Pulaski 284 .183 .205 112.121
Jasper 439 1 .282 .317 1212.121
White 543 .349 .392 112.121
Benton 120 .077 .087 12M121
Jay 862 .555 .704 126.961
Blackford 362 1 .233 .296 126.961
FLOATS
County Popula- Rightful Representation actually received Average Ratio, Combined
tion represen- for 5- 5-year area of






Wayne 4,839 3.144 4. 4. 4. 3. 3. 3.6 115.611
Tippe. 3,451 2.221 2. 3. 2. 3. 2. 2.14 108.073
Vigo 2,49 1.576 2. 3. 2. 2. 3. 2.4 152.291
Sullivan 1,828 1.176 2. 1. 2. 2. 1. 1.6 136.017
Allen 2,033 1.308 1. 2. 1. 1. 1. 1.2 91.727
APPENDIX E-2
Act of 1846
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES (cont.)
County Popula- Rightful Representation actually received Average Ratio, Combined
tion represen- for 5- 5-year area of






Elkhart 2,134 1.373 1. I. 2. 2. 1. I.L 101.949
Randolph 2,114 1.360 1. 2. 1. 2. 1. 1.4 102.914
Marion 3,737 2.403 3. 2. 3. 2. 3. 2.6 108.177
Barth. 2,268 1.459 1. 1. 2. 2. 2. 1.6 109.630
Jeff. 3,656 2.353 3. 2. 2. 3. 2. 2.4 02.013
Hamilton 1,992 1.282 2. 1. I. 2. 1. 1.4 109.217
Boone 1,734 1.116 1. 2. 1. 1. 2. .1h 125.467
Fayette 2,039 1.312 1. 2. 1. 1. 2. 1.4 106.699
Dearborn 3,367 2.167 2. 2. 3. 2. 2. 2.2 101.538
Cass+ 1,603 1.032 1.567 .783 .783 .783 .783 .940 91.099 Total pOP
Richard- 2,047
vifle (Now Ave. rep.
Noward+ 444 .286 .433 .217 .217 .217 .217 .260 91.099 1.2
Ratio
91.099
Clinton+ 1,691 1.088 .874 .874 1.749 .874 1.749 1.224 112.492 Total pop.





Ohio+ 898 .578 .340 .680 .340 .680 .340 .476 82.440 Total pom
2,639




LaGrange++1,248 .803 1. .549 .549 .549 1. .729 90.846 Total pop.
2,272




Monroe++ 2,004 1.290 1. .745 1. .745 1. .898 69.634 Total pola
2,690




Daviess++ 1,807 1.163 .683 1. .683 1. .683 .810 69.651 Total pop.
2,645





HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES (cont.)
County Popula- Rightful Average Ratio, Combined
tion represen- for 5- 5-year area of






Miami++ 1,202 .773 1. .474 1. .474 I1. .790 102.072 Total pop.
2,537




Orange# 2,002 1.288 1.346 1. 1.346 1. 1. 1.139 88.376 Total pop
2,974




* The figures as given in the official report are for 90 counties.
* Starke is placed in district above but not listed in the Census.
* Counties paired to vote jointly for either one or two seats.
++ Counties paired to vote jointly for one seat in some years and separately for
one each in other years.
# Counties paired to vote for two jointly in some years and separately for one










































































































































































































Act of 1851 -- Indiana Gen. Laws, 1850-1851, Ch. IV, 9*
Enumeration of 1850 -- IND. DOG.
Total -- 188,675
Senate seats -- 50
SENATE
JOUR., 182 (1850)
County Popula- Seats Rightful Repre- Ratio of actual representation
tion in Represen- sentation to rightful representation.





district) Z,774 1 1. 1. 100.000 100.000
Steuben 1,597 1.423 .494 116.6981 116.698
DeKalb 1,637 .434 .506 116.698
Elkhart 2,541 .673 .615 91.270
1 91.270
LaGrange 1,594 .422 .385 91.270
Noble 1,449 .384 .332 86.599
Kosciusko 1,939 1 .514 .145 86.599 86.599
Whitley 970 .257 .223 86.599
Huntington 1,510 .400 .553 138.191
1 138.191
Wells 1,221 .324 .447 138.191
Allen 3,214 .852 .739 86.799
1 86.799
Adams 1,14 .300 .271 86.799
Randolph 2,651 .702 .678 96.522
1 96.522
Jay 1,259 .334 .322 96,522
Delaware 2,168 .574 .451 78.523
Blackford 516 1 .137 .107 78.523 78.523
Grant 2,122 .562 .442 78.523
Miami 2,235 .592 .479 80.953
1 80.953
Wabash 2,427 .643 .521 80.953
Cass 2,015 .534 .531 99.499
Pulaski 531 1 .141 .140 99.499 99.499
Howard 1:247 .330 .329 99-499
St. Joseph 2,376 .630 .523 83.018
Marshall 1,026 1 .272 .226 83.018 83.018
Fulton 1,11+4 .303 .252 83.018
Starke*
LaPorte 2,478 .657 .561 85.481
Lake 871 1 .231 .197 85.481 85.481
Porter 1,066 .282 .241 85.481
Warren 1,555 .412 .474 114.991
Benton 206 .055 .063 114.9911 114.991
Jasper 645 .171 
.197 114.991
White 876 .232 .267 114.991
Carroll 2,314 .613 .510 83.201
1 83.201
Clinton 2,222 .589 .490 83.201
Hamilton 2,302 .610 .460 75.405
Tipton 682 1 .181 .136 75.405 75.405
Boone 2,021 .536 .104 75.1405
Tippecanoe 3,248 1 .861 1. 116.195 16.195
Fountain 2,556 1 .677 1. 147.653 iU7.653
Parke 2,694 .714 .584 81.830
1 81.830
Vermillion 1,918 .508 .416 81.830
Act of 1851 APPENDIX F-I Senate 
P. 2
Comty Pop. Seats Rightful Actual Ratio
Rep. Rep. County District
Vigo 3,103 .822 .482 58.666
Sullivan 1,888 1 .500 .293 58.666 58.666
Clay 1,442 .382 .224 58.666
Putnam 3,320 1 .880 1. 113.675 113.675
Montgomery 3,388 1 .898 1. 111.393 111.393
Hendricks 2,529 1 .670 1. 149.229 149.229
Morgan 2,599 1 .689 1. 145.210 145.210
Marion 4,226 1 1.120 1. 89.304 89.304
Madison 2,694 .714 .609 85.3271 85.327
Hancock 1.729 .458 .391 85.327
Orange 2,113 .560 .623 111.1961 111.196
Crawford 1,281 .339 .377 111.196
Martin 1,154 .306 .224 73.396
Knox 2,160 1 .572 .420 73.396 73.396
Daviess 1,828 .484 .356 73.396
Harrison 2,757 1 .731 1. 136.888 136.888
Floyd 3,116 1 .826 1. 121.117 121.117
Warrick 1,707 .452 .358 79.186
Perry 1,553 1 .411 .326 79.186 79.186
Spencer 1,506 .399 .316 79.186
Posey,- 2,657 .704 .520 73.8411 ~73.8/.1
Vanderburgh 2,454 .650 .480 73.841
Pike 1,679 .445 .333 74.896
Gibson 2,140 1 .567 .425 74.896 74.896
Dubois 1,220 .323 .242 74.896
Henry 3,221 1 .853 1. 117.169 117.169
Wayne 4,782 1 1.267 1. 78.921 78.921
Union 1,451 .384 .418 108.60411 108.604
Fayette 2,024 .536 .582 108.60A
Rush 3,317 1 .879 1. 113.777 113.777
Fr Lin 3,78 1 .993 1. 100.694 100.694
Shelby 2,860 1 .758 1. 131.958 131.958
Johnson 2,330 1 .617 1. 161.974 161.974
Owen 2,128 .564 .494 87.6661 87.666
Greene 2,177 .577 .506 87.666
Monroe 2,044 .542 .725 133.925
1 133.925
Brown 774 .205 .275 133.925
Bartholomew 2,585 .685 .546 79.704
1 79.704
Jennings 2,150 .570 .454 79.704
Decatur 2,969 1 .787 1. 127.11 127.114
Dearborn 3,661 1 .970 1. 103.087 103.087
Ripley 2,951 1 .782 1. 127.889 127.889
Switzerland 2,412 .639 .720 112.589
1 112.589
Ohio 940 .249 .280 112.589
Jefferson4- 4,164 1 1.103 1. 90.634 90.634
Jackson 2,007 .532 .642 120.691
1 120.691
Scott 1,120 .297 .358 120.691
Clark 3,212 1 .851 1. 117.497 117.497
Washington 2,980 1 .790 1. 126.6 126.644
Lawrence 2,248 1 .596 1. 167.883 167.883
*Prior to the adoption of the Constitution of 1851 the acts of the legislature were some-
times printed in separate volumes as GENERAL LAWS and SPECIAL ACTS. Citations for this Act
and those of 1836, 1841 and 1846 are to the GENERAL LAWS.
*Starke is placed in the district above but not listed in the enumeration.





House seats -- 100
Ideal House District -- 1,887
County Popula- Seats Rightful Repre- Ratio of actual representation
tion in Rapresen- sentation to rightful representation.





districtj 1,887 1 1. 1. 100.000 100.000
Wayne 4,782 3 2.534 3. 118.381 U18.381
Marion 4,226 2 2.2 0 2. 89.304 89.304
Franklin 3,748 2 1.986 2. 100.694 100.694
Dearborn 3,661 2 1.940 2. 103.087 103.087
Sullivan 1.888 2 1.001 2. 199.894 9894
Jefferson* 4,164 2 2.207 2. 90.634 90.634
Noble 1,4,9 1 .768 1. 130.228 130.228
Whitley 970 1 .514 1. 194 536 194.536
Wabash 2,427 1 1.286 1. 77.750 77.750
Grant 2,122 1 1.125 1. 88.926 88.926
Miami 2,235 1 1.184 1. 84,430 84.430
Kosciusko 1,939 1 1.028 1. 97.318 97.318
LaGrange 1,594 1 .845 1. 118.381 118.381
StJosaph 2,376 1 1.259 1. 79.419 79.419
Fulton 1,144 1 .606 1. 164.948 164.948
Cass 2,015 1 1.068 1. 93.648 93.648
LaPorte 2,478 1 1.313 1. 76.150 76.150
Porter 1,066 1 .565 1. 177.017 177.017
Lake 871 1 .462 1. 216.648 216.648
Carroll 2,314 1 1.226 1. 81.547 81.547
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Steuben 1,597 .846 .988 116.698
2 116.698
DeKalb 1,637 .868 1.012 116.698
Huntington 1,510 .800 .553 69.096
1 69.096




White 876 .464 .810 174.399
1 174.399
Benton 206 .109 .190 174-399
Pulaski 531 .281 .452 160.459
1 160.459
Jasper 645 .342 .548 160.459
Howard 1,247 .661 .646 97.823
1 97.823
Tipton 682 .361 .354 97.823
COMMM: This Act was passed a few days after the adjournment of the convention,
before the ratification of the new constitution by the electorate. It
contains the most flagrant examples of overrepresentation of any ap-
portionment legislation in Indiana history. If the new instrument had been
rejected," this Act would have been used for five years. By the provisions
of the new constitution, it should have been replaced by a new Act in 1855,
but this was not done until 1857.
In this Act will be found the last appearance of the old type "Floats,"






















































1. See additional representation below
l.(See additional representation below)
1. See additional representation below)






House of Representatives P. 3
County Popula- Rightful 1851 1852 1853 1854 1855 Ave. for Ratio,
tion Represen- 5-year 5-year
period period
Madison 2.694 1.428 2 1 1 2 1 1.4 98.063
Boone 2,021 1.071 2 1 1 2 1 1.4 130.717
Posey* 2,657 1.408 2 1 1 2 1 1.4 99.428
Clay 1.442 .764 2 1 1 2 1 1.4 183.203
Rush 3,317 1.758 1 2 2 1 2 1.6 91.022
Putnam 3,320 1.759 1 2 2 1 2 1.6 90.940
Tippecanoe 3,248 1.721 1 2 2 1 2 1.6 92.956
Vigo 3,103 1.641 2 3 3 2 3 2.6 588.111
Washington 2,980 1.579
(Above) 1 1 1 1 1
Additional 1 1.2 75.986
Floyd 3,116 1.651
(Above) 1 1 1 1 1
Additional 1 1 1.4 84.782
Clark 3,212 1.702
(Above) 1 1 1 1 1
Additional 1 1 1.4 82.248
Montgomery 3,388 1.795
(Above) 1 1 1 1 1
Additional 1 1 1 1.6 89.115
Henry 3,221 1.707
(Above) 1 1 1 1 1
Additional 1 1 1.4 82.018
*Total estimated from polls.
* Starke appears to have had a nebulous existence between 1835 and 1850. It is not listed
in the 1846 polls or the 1850 enumeration.
Act of 1851 FLOATS
APPENDIX G-1
Apportionment -- Indiana Acts 1857, Ch. V, 6*
SENATE
Enumeration of I§3 -- IND. DOC. JOUR. (1854-1855) 213
Total -- 212,991
Senate seats -- 50
Ideal Senate District - ,260
County Popula- Seats Rightful Repre- Ratio of actual representation
tion in represen- sentation to rightful representation.




district) 4,260 1 1. 1. 100.000 100.000
Posey 2,603 .611 .469 76.742
1 76.742
Vanderburgh 2,948 .692 .531 76.7.42
Warrick 1,808 .424 .320 75.438
Spencer 2,046 1 .480 .362 75.438 75.438
Perry 1793 .421 .318 75.438
Crawford 1,329 .312 .395 126.485
1 -26.485
Orange 2,039 .479 .605 126.485
Floyd 3,547 1 .833 1. 120.101 120.101
Washington 3,108 .730 .508 69.688
1 69.688
Harrison 3,005 .705 .492 69.688
Clark 3,605 .846 .737 87.081
1 87.081
Scott 1,287 .302 .263 87.081
Jefferson 3,606 1 .846 1. 118.136 318.136
Ohio 848 .199 .275 138.088
1 138.088
Switzerland 2,237 .525 .725 138.088
Gibson 2,338 .549 .449 81.750
Pike 1,322 1 .313 .256 81.750 81.750
Dubois 1,541 .362 .296 81.750
Knox 2,310 .542 .558 102.824
1 102.824
Daviess 1,833 .430 .442 102.824
Martin 1,263 .296 .361 121.923
1 121.923
Lawrence 2,231 .524 .639 121.923
Monroe 2,486 .584 .724 124.0541 124.054
Brown 948 .223 
.276 124.054
Greene 2,433 .571 .502 87.8531 87.853
Owen 2,416 .567 .498 
87.853
Vigo 3,334 .783 .615 78.5541 78.554
Sullivan 2,089 .490 .385 
78.554
Clay 1,636 .384 .310 80.6051 80.6O5
Putnam 3,649 .857 
.690 80.605
Parke 2,902 .681 .610 89.5151 89.515
Vermillion 1,857 .436 
.390 89.515
Johnson 2,487 .584 .473 80.989
1 80.989
Morgan 2,773 .651 .527 80.989
Jennings 2,387 .560 .518 1)2.4281 92.428
Jackson 2,222 .522 
.482 92.428



















































































Montgomery 3,722 1 .874 1. 114.455 1.455
Fountain 2,711 1 .636 1. 157.138 157.138
Tippecanoe 4,549 1 1.068 1. 93.647 93.647
Warren 1,697 .398 .539 135.281
Benton 343 1 .081 .109 135.281 135.281
White 1,109 .260 .352 135.281
Clinton 2,455 .576 .505 87.690
1 87.690
Carroll 2,403 .564 .495 87.690
Cass 2,566 .602 .540 89.646
Howard 1,535 1 .360 .323 89.646 89.646
Pulaski 651 .153 .137 89.646
Hamilton 2,592 .608 .725 1-19.128
1 119.128
Tipton 984 .231 .275 119.128
Randolph 3,142 1 .738 1. 135.582 135.582
Delaware 2,538 .596 .822 137.998
1 137.-j98
Blackford 549 .129 .178 137.998
Adams 1,488 .349 •311 88.898
ells 1,674 1 .393 .349 88.898 88.898
Jay 1,630 .383 .340 88.898
Whitley 1,389 .326 .414 127.050
1 127.050
Huntington 1,964 .461 .586 127.050
Miami 2,933 .688 .685 99.509
1 99.509
Fulton 1,348 .316 .315 *.509
Allen 3,719 1 .873 1. 114.547 114.547
Wabash 2,725 .640 .525 82.113
1 82.113
Kosciusko 2,463 .578 .475 82.113
Noble 1,852 .435 .226 52.040
DeKalb 1,887 1 .443 .231 52.040 52.040
Steuben** 4,447 1.044 .543 52.040
LaGrange 1,669 .392 .361 92.208
1 92.208
Elkhart 2,951 .693 .639 92.208
St. Joseph 2,450 .575 .655 113.873
1 113.873
Marshall 1,291 .303 .345 113.873
LaPorte 3,027 .711 .938 132.011




























Act of 1857 APPENDIX G-1 Senate F. 3
County Pop. Seats Rightful Actual Ratio
Rep. Rep. County District
Lake 1,121 .263 .320 121.784
Porter 1,401 1 .329 .401 121.784 121.784
Jasper 976 .229 .279 12. 784
Entitled "An Act to apportion Senators and Representatives for the next four years."
**There is a discrepancy between the total given (212,9-)l) and the actual total (214,691)
when county figures are added. The figure for Steuben seems improbably large, since it
had only 1,597 in the enumeration of 1850, and 3,135 in the enumeration of 1871. Starke
was not listed in 1850, and the figure of 200 in the enumeration of 1853 is said to be an
"increase" of 306. We have used all figures as given in the official report.
APPENDIX G-2
Apportionment -- Indiana Acts 1857, Ch. V, 6*
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Enumeration of 1853 -- IND. DOC. JOUR. (1854-1855) 213
Total -- 212,991
House seats -- 100
Ideal House District -- 2,130
County Popula- Seats Rightful Repre- Ratio of actual representation
tion in represen- sentation to rightful representation.
Dis- tation actually Figures are percentages.
trict received
(Counties Each Dis- Combined
under- county trict area--
lined are NOT Floterial
in more flo- All inter-




district) 2,130 1 1. 1. 100.000 100.000
Posey 2,603 1 1.222 l.(See below) Total pep.
Vanderbureh 2,948 1 1.384 i.(See below) 5,551




Vanderbureh 2,948 1.384 i.(Above) 110.623 115.114%
.531
1.531
Warrick 1,808 1 .849 1. 117.810 117.810
Spencer 2,046 1 .961 1. 104.106 104.106
Perry 1,793 1 .842 1. 118.795 18.795
Crawford 1,329 1 .624 1. 160.271 160.271
Orange 2,039 1 .957 1. 104.463 104.463
Floyd 3,547 1 1.665 1. 60.051 60.051
Harrison 3,005 1 1.411 l.(See below) Total pop.
Washington 3,108 1 1.459 i.(See below) 6,113




Washington 3,108 1.459 i.(Above) 103.377 104.531%
.508
1.508
























































































































APPENDIX G-2 House of Representatives
County Pop. Seats Rightful Actual Ratio
Reo. Rep. County District Area
Parke 2,902 1 1.362 1. 73.398 73.398
Vermillion 1,857 1 .872 1. 114.701 114.701
Johnson 2,487 1 1.168 1.(See below) Total pop.
M 2,773 1 1.302 l.(See below) 5,260




Morgan 2,773 1.302 1.(Above) 117.306 121.483%
.527
1.527
Jennings 2,387 1 1.121 1. 89.233 89.233
Jackson 2,222 1 1.043 1. 95.860 95.860
Bartholomew 3,168 1 1.487 1. 67.235 67.235
Rioley 3,163 1 1.485 1. 67.341 67.341
Decatur 3,118 1 1.464 1. 68.313 68.313
Dearborn 5,028 2 2.361 2. 84.726 84.726
Franklin 3,788 1 1.778 1. 56.230 56.230
Fayette 2,38 1.004 .600 59.731
1 59.731
Union 1,428 .670 .400 59.731
Rush 3,2Y4 1 1.546 1. 64.663 64.663
Wayne 5,388 3 2.530 3. 118.597 118.597
Henry 3,640 1 1.709 1. 58.516 58.516
Sheioy 2,924 1 1.373 1.(See below) TZt 2PoP.
Hancock 1,958 1 .l9 l.(See below) Each seat




Hancock 1,958 .91-) 1.(Above) 152.414
.401
1.401
Madison 2,735 1 1.284 1. 77.879 77.879
Marion 4,831 2 2.268 2. 88.180 88.180
Hendricks 2,956 1 1.388 1.(See below) Total pop.
Boone 2,385 1 1.120 l.(See below) 5,341




Boone 2,385 1.120 1.(Above) 129.188 119.641%
1.447
Montgomery 3,722 1 1.747 1. 57.227 57.227
Fountain 2,771 1 1.273 1. 78.569 78.569
Tippecanoe 4,549 2 2.136 2. 93.647 93.647
Warren 1,697 1 .797 1. 125.516 125.516
Benton 343 .161 .236 146.694
1 146 6 94
White 1109 1 .521 .764 146.694
Clinton 2,455 1 1.153 1. 86.762 86.762
Carroll 2,403 1 1.128 1. 88.639 88.639
Cass 2,566 1 1.205 1. 83.009 83.009
Jasper 976 .458 .600 130.916
1 130.916
Pulaski 651 .306 .400 130.916
Hamilton 2,5)2 1.217 .725 59.564
1 59.564
Tipton 984 .462 .275 59.564
Grant 2,322 1 1.0)0 1. 91.731 91.731
Howard 1,535 1 .721 1. 138.762 138.762
Act of 1857


































Blackford 549 .258 .247 95.816
Jay 1,630 1 .765 1. 130.675 130.675
Whitley 1,389 .652 .414 63.525
1 63.525
Huntington 1,964 .922 .586 63.525
Miami 2,933 1 1.377 1. 72.622 72.622
Pulton 1,348 1 .633 1. 158.012 158.012
Allen 3,719 2 1.746 2. 114-.547 114.547
Wabash 2,725 1 1.279 1.(See below) Total pop.
Kosciusko 2,463 1 1.156 1.(See below) 5,188




Kosciusko 2,463 1.156 1.(Above) 127.536 123.169%
1.475
Noble 1,852 1 .869 1. 115.011 115.011
DeKalb 1.887 1 .886 1. 112.876 112.876
Steuben- 4,447 1 2.088 1. 47.897 47.897
iAgmlne 1,669 1 .784 1.(See below) Total pop.
Elkhart 2,951 1 1.385 i.(See below) 4,620




Elkhart 2,951 1.385 1. (Above) 118.283 138.312%
+ .6
1.639
St. Joseph 2,450 1 1.150 1. 86.939 86.939
Marshall 1,291 .606 .866 142.857
1 142.857
Starke 200 .094 .134 142.857
LaPorte 3,027 2 1.421 2. 140.733 140.733
Lake 1,121 1 .526 1. 190.009 190.009
Porter 1,401 1 .658 1. 152.034 152.034
* See note following Appendix G-1
Act of 1857 APPENDIX G-2
APPENDIX H-I
Apportionment-Indiana Acts 1867, Ch. XCVI, 181
SENATE
Enumeration of 1866 (unofficial figures)*
Total* - 340,000
Senate seats - 50
Ideal Senate District - 6,800
County Popula- Seats Rightful Repre- Ratio of actual represen-
tion in Represen- sentation tation to rightful repre-





district) 6,800 1 1. 1. 100.000 100.000
Posey 3,706 1 .545 .501 91.867 91.867
Gibson 3,696 .544 .499 91.867
Vanderburgh 6,527 1 .960 1. 112.534 112.534
Warrick 3,364 1 495 .478 96.715 96.715
Spencer 3,667 .539 .522 96.715
Knox 4,011 1 .590 .569 96.413 96.413
Daviess 3,042 .447 .431 96.413
Pike 2,482 .365 .364 99.619
Dubois 2,350 1 .346 .344 99.619 99.619
Martin 1,994 .293 .292 99.619
Perry 2,922 .430 .404 93.988
Crawford 1,818 1 .267 .251 93.988 93.988
Orange 2,495 .367 .345 93.988
Lawrence 3,030 1 .46 .504 113.101 3.101
Monroe 2,977 .438 .496 113.101
Brown 1,551 1 .228 .294 128.910 128.910
Jackson 3,724 o548 .705 128.910
Washington 3,800 1559 .493 88.209 88.29
Harrison 3,909 .575 .507 88.209
Floyd 4,209 1 .619 .480 77.590 77.590
Clark 4,555 .670 .520 77.590
Scott 1,620 .238 .323 135.566
Jennings 3,396 .499 .677 135.566 135.566
Jefferson 5,852 1 .861 1. 116.200 116.200
Switzerland 2,751 1 .405 .397 98.252 98.252
Ripley 4,170 .613 .603 98.252
Ohio 1,213 .178 .181 101.341
Dearborn 5,497 1 .808 .819 101.341 101.31
Franklin 4,478 1 .659 1. 151.853 151.853
Fayette 2,286 .336 .589 175.122
Union 1,597 .235 .411 175.122
Rush 3,833 .564 .181 85.341 85.31
Decatur 4,135 .608 .519 85.341
APPENDIX H-I
SENATE (cont.)
County Pop. Seats Rightful Actual Ratio
in Rep. Rep.
Dis. County District
Shelby 4,586 .674 .500 74.106
Bartholomew 4,590 .675 .500 74.106
Johnson 3,530 .519 .494 95.171
Morgan 3,615 .532 .506 95.171
Greene 3,624 .533 .537 100.830
Owen 3,120 .459 .463 100.830
Clay 3,316 .488 .481 98.679
Sullivan 3,575 .526 .519 98.679
Vigo 6,344 1 .933 1. 107.188 107.188
Putnam 4,493 .661 .513 77.617
Hendricks 4,268 .628 .487 77.617
Parke 3,775 .555 .650 117.100
Vermillion 2,032 1 .299 .350 i7.100, 117.100













































































Tipton 2,116 .311 .335 107.612 107.612
Howard 3,300 1 .485 .475 97.898 97898
Carroll 3,646 .536 .525 97.898
Cass 4,835 .711 .656 92.291
Fulton 2,533 .272 .34 92.291
Pulaski 1,499 .220 .220 99.590
White 2,338 .34h .342 99.590
Benton 857 1 .126 .126 99.590 99.590
Jasper 1,209 .177 .177 99.590
Newton 925 .136 .135 99.590
Lake 2,420 1 .356 .431 121.126
Porter 3,194 .470 .569 121.326 121.126
LaPorte 5,418 .797 .898 112.732
Starke 614 1 .090 .102 112.732




County Pop. Seats Rightful Actual Ratio
in Rep. Rep.
Dis. County District
St. Joseph 4,937 1 726. 75.055
Marshall 4,123 .606 .h55 75.055
Elkhart 5,538 1 .814 1. 122.788 122.788
Kosciusko 5,045 1 .742 .634 85.408 85.8
Whitley 2,914 .h29 .366 85.438
Wabash 4,613 1 .678 .523 77.054 77.o54
Miami 4,212 .619 .77 77.054
Grant 3,420 .503 .462 91.879
Blackford 1,095 1 .161 .1i8 91.879 91.879
Jay 2,886 .424 .390 91.879
Huntington 4,028 1I92 .600 3 101311
Wells 2,684 .395 .400 101.311
Allen** 9,080 1 1.335 I.(See Floterial
below) Total pop. of
A2len** 9,080 1.335 1.(Above) 134.961 Allen & Adams
+ .802 U,320
1 B Each seat (2)
Adams 2,240 .329 .198 60.071 5,660
Area ratio:
120.1434%
Noble 4,405 .648 .594 91.755
LaGrange 3,0 .442 .h06 91.755
DeKalb 3,682 1 .541 .564 104.104 104.104
Steuben 2,850 .419 .436 lo4.o4
* An enumeration was made in 1866, and, according to Governor Morton's message of
Jan. 11, 1867, the auditor of state had caused it to be published. However, it
does not appear in official reports, and we have been unable to find an authentic
copy. The figures used were derived from outline maps of Indiana on file in the
Indiana State Library which give population figures for each county as used in
the apportionments of the Senate and House in 1867.
Governor Horton's figure for the total enumerated population was 340,240, whereas
our total is 340,136. Discussions printed in the Brevier LEGISLATIVE REPORTS for
1867 refer to the use of such a map, and to the figure of 3,400 as the ideal district
for the House of Representatives. We have adopted this figure.
A list published in the Indianapolis Daily Herald, Feb. 4, 1867, which was taken
"from a skeleton map of the state, prepared under the direction of the Chairman of
the Republican State Central Cor.iIttee" contains several discrepancies with our
figures, and totals only 328,497, although the paper quotes the Auditor of State
as having reported 340,240 as the total.





House seats - 100
Ideal House District -- 3,400
County Popula- Seats Rightful Repre- Ratio of actual representation
tion in Represen- sentation to rightful representation.
Dis- tation actually Figures are percentages.
(Counties trict received Each Dis- Combined
under- County trict area -
lined are NOT Floterial.
in more flo- All inter-






































































































Clark 4,555 1.340 1. (Above) 102.913
+_.379(This district)
1.379
Scott 1,620 1 .76 .135 28.270




Jefferson 5,852 1.721 .584(See aoove)1 ~115.146o
Ripl 4,170 1.226 1.(Below)
+ .416(This district)













Switzerland 2,751 .809 .694 85.772
Ohio 1,213 .357 .306 85.772
APPenDIX H-2
Act of 1867
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES (cont.)
County Pop. Seats Rightful Actual Ratio
in Rep. Rep. County Dis- Combined
Dis. trict area
Dearborn 5,497 1 1.617 1. 61.852 61.852
Franklin 4,478 1 1.317 1. 75.927 75.927
Rush 3,833 1 1.127 l.(See below) Total pop.
Decatur 4,135 1 1.216 1.(See below) 7,968
Rush 3,833 1.127 1. (Above) 131,374 Each seat
+ .h81 (3)
1 1.I1 2,656
Decatur 4,135 1.216 1. (Above) 124.896 Area ratio-
+ .519 128.012%
1.519
Jennings 3,396 1 .999 1. 100.118 100.118
Bartholomew 4,590 1 1.350 l.(See below) Total pop.
Shelby 4,586 1 1.349 1.(See below) 9,176
Bartholomew 4,590 1.350 1. (Above) 111.127 Each seat
1 + .500 (3)03,059
Shelby 4t586 1.349 1. (Above) 111.192 Area ratio:
+ .500 1_1.16o%
1.500
Brown 1,551 1 .456 .294 6 54.455
Jackson 3,724 1.095 .706 64:455
Monroe 2,977 1 .876 1. 3-14.209 1l4.209
Lawrence 3,030 1 .891 1. 112.211 112.211
Greene 3,624 1 1.066 1. 93.819 93.819
Sullivan 3,575 1 1.051 1. 95.105 95.105
Vigo 6,344 2 1.866 2. 107.188 107.188
Clay 3,316 1 .975 1. 102.533 102.533
Owen 3,120 1 .918 1. 108.974 108.974
Putnam 4,493 1 1.321 I.(See below) Total pop.
Hendricks 4,268 1 1.255 1.(See below) 8,761
Putnam 4,493 1.321 1. (Above) 114.481 Each seat
+ .513 (3)
1 1-51 2,920
Hendricks 4,268 1.255 1. (Above) 118.471 Area ratio:
+ .487 116.425%
Morgan 3,615 1 1.063 1.(See below) Total pop
Johnson 3,530 1 1.038 l.(See below) 7,1-45
Morgan 3,615 1.063 1. (Above) 2141.639 Each seat
I + .506 (3)
1.506 2,382
Johnson 3,530 1.038 1. (Above) 143.903 Area ratio:
+ .494 142.757%
Marion 14,336 4 4.216 4. 94.866 94.866
Hancock 3,077 1 .905 1. 110497 110.497
APPENDIX H-2
Act of 1867
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIV1ES (cont.)
County Pop. Seats Rightful Actual Ratio
in Rep. Rep. County Dis- Combined
Dis. trict area
Fayette 2,286 1 .672 .589 87.561 87.561
Union 1,597 .470 .41u 87.561
Wayne 7,489 2 2.203 2. 90.800 90°800
Randolph 4,320 1 1.271 1. 78.?O4 78.704
Delaware 3,683 1 1.O83 1. 92.316 92.316
Madison 4,255 1 1.251 l.(See below) Total pop.
4±,722 1 1.389 l.(See below) 8,977
Madison 4,255 1.251 1.(Above) 117.781 Each seat
+ .474 (3)
1 1.474 2,992
Henry 4,722 1.389 1.(Above) 109.878 Area ratio
+ .526 I13.624%
1.527
Hamilton 4,203 1 1.236 1.(Jee below) Total pop.
Hamilton 4,203 1.236 1.(Above) 134.700 6,319
+ .665 Each seat
1 1:69 (2)
3,159
Tipton 2,116 .622 .335 53.806 Area ratio
107.612%
Carroll 3,646 1 1.072 1. 93.253 93.253
Clinton 3,576 1 1.052 l.(See below) Total pop.
Boone 4,569 1 1.3Wt 1.(See below) 8,145
Each seat
Clinton 3,576 I.o52 1.0(bove) 136.821 (3)
1 + .439 2,715
1.439 Area ratio:
Boone 4,569 1.34 l.(Above) 116.158 125.230%
+ .561
1 .5w61
Montgomery 5,201 1 1.530 1. 65.372 65.372
Parke 3,775 1 1.110 1. 90.066 90.066
Vermillion 2,032 1 .598 1. 167.323 167.323
Fountain 3,816 1 1.122 1. 89.099 89.099
Warren 2,543 1 .748 1. 133.700 133.700
Tippecanoe 7,159 2 2.106 2. 94.985 94.985
Benton 857 .252 .268 106.416
White 2,338 .688 .732 106.416 106.416
Cass 4,835 1 1.422 1. 70.321 70.321
Howard 3,300 1 .971 1. 103.030 103.030
APPENDIH H-2
Act of 1867
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES (cont.)
County Pop. Seats Rightful Actual Ratio
in Rep. Rep. County Dis- Combined
Dis. trict area -
Miami 4,212 1 1.239 l.(See below) Total pop.
Wabash 4,613 1 1.357 l.(See below) 
8,825
Each seat
Miami 4,22 1.239 1. (Above) 119.249 (3)
1 + .477 2,942
1 1.477 Area rati o:
Wabash 4,613 1.357 1.(Above) 112.232 U25.581%
+ .523
1.52-3
Grant 3,420 1 1.006 1. 99.415 99.415
Blackford 1,095 1 .322 .275 86.406 86.406
Jay 2,886 .849 .725 86.406
Wells 2,684 .789 .545 69.050 69.050
Adams 2,24 .659 .455 69.050
Huntington 4,028 1 1.185 1. 84.409 84.409
Allen 9,080 2 2.671 2. 74.890 74.890
Whitley 2,914 1 .857 1. 16.678 116.678
Kosciusko 5,045 1 1.484 1.(See below) Total pop.
Kosciusko 5,045 1.484 1.(Above) 112.260 
7,578
+ .666 Each seat
1 1.666 (2)
3,789
Fulton 2,533 .745 .334 44.867 Area ratio:
89.733%
DeKalb 3,682 1 1.083 1. 92.341 92.341
Steuben 2,850 1 .838 1. 119.298 119.298
Larange 3,006 1 .884 1. 113.107 113.107
Noble 4,405 1 1.296 l.(See below) Total pop.
Elkhart 5,538 1 1.629 1.(See below) 9,943
Each seat
Noble 4,405 1.296 1.(Above) 111.380 (3)
1 + . 3 3,314
Area ratict
Elkhart 5,538 1.629 l.(Above) 95.589 102.585%
+ .557
1.557
Marshall 4,123 1 1213 1.(See below) Total pop.
St. Joseph 4,937 1 1.452 l.(See below) 9,060
Lt. Joseph 4,937 1.452 l.(Above) 106.396 Each seat
+ .55 (3)
1 1.545 3,020





HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES (cont.)
County Pop. Seats Rightful Actual Ratio
in Rep. Rep. County Dis- Combined
Dis. trict area -
LaPorte 5,418 1 1.594 1.(Belov) Total pop.
LaPorte 5,418 1.594 1. (Above) 19.120,032
+ .898 Each seat1 1.898 (2)
3,O16
Starke 614 .181 .102 56.366 Area ratio
112.732%
Pulaski 1,499 .41 U13 93.587
Jasper 1,209 1 .356 .333 93.587 93.587
Newton 925 .272 .255 93.587
Porter 3,194 1 .939 1. 106.450 106.450
Lake 2,420 1 .712 1. 140.496 140.496
* See note following table for Senate.
APPENDIX I-1
Apportionment -- Indiana Acts, Special Session 1872, Ch. A-UI, 43
SENATE
Enumeration of 1871 -- IND. DOC. JOUR. (1872-1873) Report of Auditor of State,
Total -- 378,871
Senate seats -- 50
118
County Popula- Seats Rightful Repre- Ratio of actual representation
tion in represen- sentation to rightful representation.
Dis- tation actually Figures are percentages.
trict received
(Counties Each Dis- Combined
under- county trict area--
lined are NOT Floterial.
in more flo- All inter-




district) 7.578 1 1. 1. 100.000 100.000
Posey 4,309 .56, .515 90.5811 90.581
Gibson 4,057 .535 .485 90.581
Vanderburgh 7,778 1 1.026 1. 97.429 97.429
Warrick 3,618 .477 .543 113.6471 113.647
Pike 3,050 .402 .457 113.647
Spencer 3,893 .514 .553 107.7031 107.703
Perry 3,143 .415 .47 107.703
Sullivan 4,148 .547 .448 81.8891 81.88
Knox 5,106 .674 .552 81.88)
Daviess 3,764 .497 .462 93.0391 93.039
Greene 4,381 .578 .538 93.039
Martin 2,327 .307 .300 97.781
Orange 2,736 1 .361 .353 97.781 97.781
Dubois 2,687 .355 .347 97.781
Crawford 2,178 .287 .348 120.9961 120.996
Harrison 4,085 .539 .652 120.996
Floyd 4,755 .627 .467 74.3961 74.396
Clark 5,431 .717 .533 74.396
Washington 3,790 .500 .478 ,5.525
1 5.525
Jackson 4,143 .547 .522 5.525
Lawrence 3,635 .476 .542 114.023
1 114.023
Monroe 3,041 .401 .45d 114.U23
Brown 1,822 .240 .280 116.316
1 116.316
Bartholomew 4,603 .61v .720 116.316




Pop. Seats Rightful Actual
Senate
Ratio
iep. Rep. County District Area
Scott 1,717 .227 .179 78.831 Total pop.
Jennings 3,566 1 .471 .371 78.831 18,098
Decatur 4,330 .571 .450(See below) Each seat




Rash 4,255 .561 .496(See below)
Fayette 2,576 .340 .304 89.311
Union 1,654 1 .218 .195 89.311
Rash 4,255 .561 .496(Above) 177.581
+ .501
.997
Switzerland 2,727 .360 .325 90.397
Ohio 1,161 1 .153 .138 90.397 90,397
Ripley 4,495 .593 .536 90.397
Vigo 8,275 1 1.092 1. 91.577 91.577
Owen 3,458 .456 .434 95.201
1 95.201
Clay 4,502 .594 .566 95.201
Shelby 5,052 .667 .557 83.5131 83.515
Johnson 4,022 .531 .443 83.513
Putnam 4,742 .626 .494 79.020
1 79.020
Hendricks 4,848 .64o .506 79.020
Parke 4,009 .529 .636 120.190
1 120.190
Vermillion 2,296 .303 .364 120.190
Fountain 4,264 .563 .620 110.161
1 110.161
Warren 2,615 .345 .380 110.161
Tippecanoe 7,780 1 1.027 1. 97.404 97.404
Benton 1,431 .189 .214 113.494
Newton 1,278 .169 .191 113.494
1 113.494
Jasper 1,480 .195 .222 113.494
White 2,+88 .328 .373 113.494
Lake 2,807 .370 .450 121.501
1 121.501
Porter 3,430 .453 .550 121.501
LaPorte 6,559 1 .866 1. 115.536 115.536
St.Joseph 6,208 .819 .882 107.673
1 107.673
Starke 830 .110 .118 107.673
Marshall 4,325 .571 .488 85.588
Fulton 2,832 1 .374 .320 85.588 85.588
Pulaski 1,697 .224 .192 85.588
Kosciusko 5,111 .674 .615 91.1471 91.147
Whitley 3,203 .423 .385 91.147
Elkhart 6,647 1 .877 1. 114.006 114.006
Noble 4,773 .630 .593 94.1371 94.137
LaGrange 3,277 .432 .407 94.137
Steuben 3,135 .414 .448 108.288
1 108.288




Pop. Seats Rightful Actual Ratio
Rap. Rep. County District Area
Allen 10,316 1 1.361 1.(See below) Total pop.
Allen 10,316 1.361 1. (Above) 121.791 15,679
+ .658 Each seat
1.658 (2)
1 7,839
Adams 2,396 .316 .153 48.332 Are ratio:
Wells 2,967 .392 .189 48.32 96.664%
Huntington 4,230 .558 .465 83.311
1 83.311
Wabash 4,866 .642 .535 83.311
Grant 4,312 .569 .478 84.088
Blackford 1,390 1 .183 .154 84.088 84.088
Jay 3.310 .437 .367 84.088
Miami 4,816 .636 .569 89.596
1 89.596
Howard 3,642 .481 .431 89.596
Cass 5,866 .774 .606 78.309
1 78.309
Carroll 3,811 .503 .394 78.309
Hamilton 4,586 .605 .638 105.352
1 105.352
Tipton 2.607 .344 .362 105.352
Boone 5,221 .689 .561 81.388
1 81.388
Clinton 4,090 -540 .439 81-388
Madison 5,224 .689 .544 78.896
1 78.896
Delaware 4,381 .578 .456 78.898
Randolph 4,804 1 .634 1. 157.744 157.744
Wayne 6,998 1 .923 1. 108.288 108.288
Henry 5,237 .691 .605 87.526
1 87.526
Hancock 3,421 .451 -395 87.526
Marion 15,114 2 1.994 2.(See below) Total pop.




Morgan 3,380 .505 .202 40.002 Area ratio:
120.oo6%
Dearborn 5,500 .726 .547 75.418
1 75.418
Franklin 4,548 .600 .453 75.418
Montgomery 5,608 1 .740 1. 135.128 135.128
Senate
APPENDIX 1-2
Apportionment -- Indiana Acts, Special Session 1872, Ch. XMCI, 43
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Enumeration of 1871 -- IND. DO0. JOUR. (1872-1873) Report
Total -- 378,871
House seats -- 100
of Auditor of State, 118
Ideal House District -- 3,789
County Popula- Seats Rightful Repre- Ratio of actual representation
tion in represen- sentation to rightful representation.
Dis- tation actually Figures are percentages.
trict received
(Counties Each Dis- 'Combined
under- county trict area--
lined are NOT Floterial.
in more flo- all inter-




district) 3,789 1 1. 1. 100.000 100.000
Posey 4,309 1 1.137 1. 87.932 87.932
Gibson 4,057 1 1.071 1. 93-394 93-D4
Vanderburgh 7,778 2 2.053 2. 97.429 97.42)
Warrick 3,618 1 .955 1. 104.726 104.726
Pike 3,050 1 .805 1. 124.229 124.229
Spencer 3,893 1 1.027 1. 97.329 97.329
Perry 3,143 1 .830 1. 120.554 120.554
Sullivan 4.148 1 1.095 1. 91.345 91.345
Knox 5,106 1 1.348 1. 74.207 74.207
Daviess 3,764 1" .993 1. 100.664 100.664
Greene 4,381 1 * 1.156 1. 86.487 86.487
Martin 2,327 .614 .464 75.568
1 75.568
Dubois 2.687 .709 .536 75.568
Crawford 2,178 .575 .443 77.106
1 77.106
Orange 2,736 .722 .557 77.106
Harrison 4,085 1 1.078 1. 92.754 92.754
Floyd 4,755 1 1.255 1. 7).685 7).685
Clark 5,431 1 1.433 1. 6).766 69.766
Washington 3,790 1 1.000 1. 99.974 99.974
Jackson 4.143 1 1.093 1. 91.455 91.455
Lawrence 3,605 1 .951 1. 105.104 105.104
Monroe 3,041 1 .803 1. 124.597 124.597
Brown 1,822 .481 .280 58.158
1 58.158
Bartholomew 4,693 1,239 .720 58.158
Jenings 3,566 1 .941 1.(See below) Total pop.
Scott 1,717 .453 .158 34.886 10,861
Each seat




Jefferson 5,578 1.472 1. (Below) 102.814
1.514
Jefferson 5,578 1 1.472 i.(See above)
APPENDIX 1-2 House of Representatives P. 2
County Pop. Seats Rightful Actual Ratio
Rep. Rep. County District Area




Decatur 4,330 1 1.143 1.(Below) 116.474 3,270
+.331 Area ratio:
1.331 115.872%
Rush 4,255 1.123 i.(Below) 118.016
+ .325
1.325
RNiley 4,495 1 1.186 i.(see above)
Decatur 4,330 1 1.143 1.(See above)
Rush 4,255 1 1.123 1.(See above)
Switzerland 2,727 .720 .701 97.454
1 97.454
Ohio 1,161 .306 .299 97.454
Vigo 8,275 2 2.184 2. 91.577 91.577
Owen 3,4435 1 .920 1. 103.723 108.723
Clay 4,502 1 1.188 1. 84.163 84.163
Morgan 3,830 1 1.011 1. 98.930 98.930
Johnson 4,022 1 1.061 1. 94.207 94.207
Putnam 4,742 1 1.252 l.(See below) Total pop.
Hendricks 4,848 1 1.279 1.(See below) 9,590Each seat
Putnam 4,742 1.252 i.(Above) 119.413 (3)
+.494 3,197
1.494 Area ratio:
Hendricks 4,848 1.279 1. (Above) 117.666 118.530%
.506
1.506
Parke 4,009 1 1.058 l.(See below) Total pop.
Parke 4,009 1.058 1. (Above) 133.911 9,617
.- 7 Each seat
1.417 (3)
1 .3,206
Montgomery 5,608 1.480 i.(Below) 106.963 Area ratio:
+ 8 118.197%
1.583
Vermillion 2,296 1 .606 1. 165.026 165,026
Warren 2,615 1 .690 1. 144.895 144.895
Fountain 4,264 1 1.125 1. 88.860 88.860
Tippecanoe 7,780 2 2.053 2. 97.404 97.404
Benton 1,431 .378 .528 139.867
- 139.867
Newton 1,278 .337 .472 139.867
Jasper 1,480 .391 .373 95.489
1 95.489
'-:tuite 2,488 .657 .627 95.489
.ake 2,807 1 .741 1. 134.984 134.984
Porter 3,430 1 .905 1. 110.466 110.466
LaPorte 6,559 1 1.731 1. 57.768 57.768
St.Joseph 6,208 1 1.638 1.(See below) Total pop.
Marshall 4,325 1.141 i.(Below) 123.580 10,533
+_ A_1 Each seat
1.411 (3)
1 3,511




APPENDIX 1-2 Houze of .Lpresentatives
,ounty Pop. Seats Rightful Actual Ratio




Fulton 2,832 .747 .357(See below) 3,490




Pulaski 1,697 .448 .317 70.703
Starke 830 .219 .155 70,703
Kosciusko 5,111 1 1.349 l.(See above)
Whitley 3,203 1 .845 1. 118.295 118.295
Elkhart 6,647 1 1.754 i.(See below) *See:
Noble 4,773 1 1.260 1.(See below) Noble-
Elkhart
LaGrange 3,277 1 .865 1. 115.264 1-15.264
Steuben 3,135 1 .827 1. 120.861 120.861
DeKalb 3,863 1 1.020 1. 98.084 98.084
Allen 10,316 2 2.723 2. 73.459 73.459
Adams 2,396 .632 .447 70.651
1 70.651
Wells 2,967 .783 .553 70.651
Huntington 4,230 1 1.116 1.(See below) Total pop.
Wabash 4,866 1 1.284 i.(See below) 9,096
Each seat




Wabash 4,866 1.284 1.(Above) 119.523
1.535




Blackford 1,390 .367 .24 66.450 2,851
Grant 4,312 1 1.138 l.(See above) Area ratio:
132.901%
Miami 4,816 1 1.271 1.(See below) tsee:
Howard 3,642 1 .961 i.(See below) Miami-
Howard
Cass 5,866 1 1.548 1. 64.593 64.593
Carroll 3,811 1 1.006 1. 99.423 99.423
Hamilton 4,586 1 1.210 l.(See below) Total pop.
Hamilton 4,586 1.210 1.(Above) 135.297 7,193
- .638 Each seat
1.638 (2)
3,596
Tipton 2,607 .688 .362 52.676 Area ratio:
105.352%
Clinton 4,090 1 1.079 1. 92.641 92.641
Boone 5,221 1 1.378 1. 72.572 72.572
Montgomery 5,608 1 1.480 i.(See above) See:
Parke-
Montgomery




APPENDIX 1-2 House of Representatives
County Pop. Seats Rightful Actual Ratio
Rep. Rep. County District Area
Delaware 4,381 1 1.156 1.(See below) Total pop.
Jay 3,310 .874 .430 49.265 7,691
1 Each seat




Randolph 4,804 1 1.268 1. 78.872 78.872
Wayne 6,/98 2 1.847 2. 108.288 108.288
Henry 5,237 1 1.382 l.(See below)
Hancock 3,421 1 .903 1. 110.757 110.757




Madison 5,224 1.379 1.(Above) 108.751 3,487
+.4922 Area ratio:
1.499 108.661%
Fayette 2,576 .680 .609 89.574
1 89.574
Union 1,654 .437 .3l 89.574
Marion 15,114 4 3.'j8v 4.(See below) Total pop.




Shelby 5,052 1.333 l.(Below) 93.789 Area ratio:
-. 251 112.734%
1.251
Shlby 5,052 1 1.333 l.(See above)
Dearborn 5,500 1 1.452 1. 68.891 68.891
Fran-lin 4,548 1 1.200 1. 83.31 83.311




Elkhart 6,647 1.754 1.(Above) 90.182 3,807
+.582 Area ratio:
1.582 99,536%
Marshall 4,325 1 1.141 1.(See above) "See:
Marshall-
St. Joseph




Howard 3,642 .961 1. (Above) 148.834 2,820
-431 Area ratio:
1.431 134.393%
In many of the Acts, we have rearranged the order of districts and grouped together all
the counties involved in a floterial district. For illustrative purposes, we have pre-
sented the Act of 1872 in its original order for the House of Representatives. In some
instances, the district in which a county is given representation alone is widely
separated from the floterial district in which it receives additional representation.
Act of 1872
APPENDIX J-1
Apportionment -- Indiana Acts 1879, Ch. XXI, 38
found unconstitutional by Supreme Court of Indiana*
SENATE
Eaumeration of 1877 -- IND. DO. JOUR. (1878) Report of Auditor of State, 68
Total -- 451,026
Senate Seats - 50
Ideal Senate District - 9,020
County Popula- Seats Rightful Repre- Ratio of actual representation
tion in represen- sentation to rightful representation.
Dis- tation actually Figures are percentages.
trict received
(Counties Each Dis- Combined
under- county trict area--
lined are NOT Floterial.
in more flo- All inter-




istrict) 9020 1 1. 1. 100.000 100.000
Posey 4,526 .502 .487 96.968
1 96.968
Gibson 4,776 .529 .513 96.968
Vanderburgh 8,952 1 .992 1. 100.760 100.760
Warrick 4,345 .482 .554 115.022
1 115.022
Pike 3,497 .388 .hh6 115.022
Spencer 4,802 .532 .581 109.161
1 10V. 161
Perry 3,461 .384 .419 109.161
Crawford 2,343 .260 .241 92.875
Harrison 4,340 1 .481 .447 92.875 92.875
Orange 3,029 .336 .312 92.875
DuBois 3,247 .360 .313 86.940
Martin 2,656 1 .294 .256 86.940 86.940
Lawrence 4,472 .496 .431 86.940
Clark 6,124 .679 .765 112.651
1 112.651
Scott 1,883 .209 .235 112.651
Jefferson 6,006 1 .666 1. 150.183 150.183
Decatur 4,811 .533 .464 86.982 Total pop.
1 40,002
Shelby 5,559 .616 .536(ee below)
Marion 25,652 2 2.844 2.(See below) Each seat
Marion 25,652 2.84 2. (Above) 95.968 (4)
.729 i0,000
2.729 Area ratio:
Hancock 3,980 1 .441 .113 25.632 90.195%
Shelby 5,559 *616 .536(Above) 112.614
+-__58
.694
Floyd 5,097 .565 .559 99.001
1 99.001
Washington 4,014 ."5 .441 99.001
Franklin 4,813 .534 .511 95.713
1 95.713
Ripley 4,611 .511 .489 )5.713
Dearborn 5,936 .658 .575 87.352
Ohio 1,309 1 .145 .127 87.352 87.352




Pop. Seats Rightful Actual
Senate i. 2
Ratio
Rep. County District Area
Jackson 4,853 .538 .566 105.1891 105.189
Jennings 3,722 .413 .434 105"189
Brown 1, 996 .221 .183 82.525
Monroe 3,466 1 .384 .317 82.525 82.525
Bartholomew 5,468 .606 .500 82. 525
Greene 4,848 .537 .507 94.401
1 94.401
Daviess 4,707 .522 .493 94-401
Knox 5,508 .611 .539 88.2761 88.276
Sullivan 4,710 .522 .461 88.276
Vigo 9,168 1 1.016 1. 98.386 98.386
Clay 5,715 .634 .621 97.980
1 97.980
Owen 3,411 .387 .379 97.980
Parke 4,743 .526 .631 120.027
1 120.027
Vermillion 2,772 .307 .369 120.027
Wayne 8,860 1 .982 1. 101.806 101.806
Randolph 6,026 .668 .543(See below) Total pop.
Delaware 5,067 .562 .457(See below) 16,908
Henry 5,815 .645 .344 53.348 Each seat
(2)
Delaware 5,067 1 .562 .457(Above) 134.661 8,454
.757 Area ratio:
106.695%
Randolph 6,026 .668 .543(Above) 134.661
. 89v
Grant 5,45) .605 .475 78.476
1 78.476
Madison 6,035 .66? .525 78.476
Howard 4,64,) .515 .453 87.863
1 87.863
Miami 5,617 .623 .547 87.863
Boone 6,045 .670 .534 79.710
1 79.710
Clinton 5,271 .584 .466 79.710
Montgomery 6567 1 .728 1. 137.353 137.353
Fountain 4,899 .543 .641 117.- 86
1 117.986
Warren 2,746 .304 .359 117.986
Tippecanoe 8,678 1 .,)62 1. 103 .941 103.)41
Benton 2,66) .296 .379 127.998
Newton 2,118 1 .235 .301 127.,/98 127.998
Jasper 2,260 .251 .321 127.998
Lake 3,486 .386 .464 120.075
1 120.075
Porter 4,026 .446 .536 120.075
LaPorte 7,419 1 .823 1. 121.580 121.580
St. Joseph 7,303 .810 .862 106.506
1 106.506
Starke 1,166 .129 .138 106.506
Marshall 5,15,j .572 .609 106.393
1 106.393
Fulton 3,31-) .368 .3Il 106.3,-3
Cass 7,058 1 .782 1. 127.7),8 127.798
Kosciusko 6,318 .700 .519 74.068
1 74.068
Wabash 5,860 .650 .481 74.068
County Pop. Seats Rightful Actual Ratio
Rep. Rep. County District Area
Elkhart 7,926 1 .879 1. 113.803 .13.803
LaGrange 3,7,j4 .421 .411 97.598
1 97.598
Noble 5,448 .604 .589 97.598
Steuben 3,833 .425 .423 99.624
1 99.624
DeKalb 5,221 .579 .577 99.624
Allen 12,719 1 1.410 l.(See below) Total pop.
Allen 12,719 1.410 i.(Above) 125.056 16,661
+ .763 Each seat
1.763 (2)
1 8,330
Whitley 3,942 .437 .237 54.138 Area ratio:
108,277%
Huntington 5,051 .560 .557 99.460
1 99.460
Wells 4,018 .45 .443 99.460
Adams 3,262 .362 .354 97.948
Jay 4,140 1 .459 .450 97.948 97.948
Blackford 1,807 .200 .196 97.948
Carroll 4,318 .479 .438 91.407
White 3,255 1 .361 .330 91.407 91.407
Pulaski 2,295 .254 ,233 91.407
Hendricks 5,194 .576 .502 87.242
1 87.242
Putnam 5,145 .570 .498 87.242
Morgan 4,363 .484 .486 100.546
1 100.546
Johnson 4,608 .531 .514 100.546
Tipton 3,232 .358 .367 102.430
1 102.430
Hamilton 5,574 .618 .633 102.430
Rush 4,662 .517 .491 94.937
Fayette 2,918 1 .323 .307 94.937 94.937
Union 1,921 .213 .202 94.937
*See Parker v. State, 133 Ind. 178, 32 N.E. 836, 33 N.E. 119, 18 L.R.A. 567 (1892)
Senate P. 3Act of 1879 APPIODIX J-1
Indiana
Apportionment and Redistricting Act - 1879




Total Voting Population - 451,026
Males 21 years of age or over
Idaal Senate District - 9,020
Based on Stalhiuafiaeration - 1877
APPENDIX J-2
Apportionment -- Indiana Acts 1879, Ch. XXI, 38
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Enumeration of 1877 -- IND. DOC. JOUR. (1878) Report of Auditor of State, 68
Total -- 451, 026
House Seats -- 100
Ideal House District -- 4,510
County Popula- Seats Rightful Rapre- Ratio of actual representation
tion in Represen- sentation to rightful representation.
Dis- tation actually Figures are percentages.
trict received
(Counties Each Dis- Combined
under- county troct area--
lined are NOT Floterial.
in more flo- All inter-




district) 4,510 1 1. 1. 100.000 100.000
Posey 4,526 1 1.04 1. 99.646 99.646
Gibson 4,776 1 1.059 1. 94.430 94.430
Vanderburgh 8,952 2 1.985 2. 100.760 100.760
Warrick 4,345 1 .963 1. 103.797 103.797
Pike 3,497 .775 .519 66.874 Total pop.
1 9,400
Dubois 3,247 .720 .481(See below) Each seat
Dubois 3,247 .720 .481(Above) 143.276 (2)
+ .550 4,700
1.031 Area ratio:1 95.956%
Martin 2,656 .589 .450 76,402
Spencer 4,802 1 1.065 1. 93.841 93.841
Perry 3,461 1 .767 1. 130.309 130,309
Crawford 2,343 .520 .436 83.954
1 83.954
Orange 3,029 .672 .564 83.954
Harrison 4,340 1 .962 1. 103.917 103.917
Washington 4t014 1 .890 1. 112.357 112.357
Clark 6,124 1 1.358 l.(See below) Total pop.
loyd 5,097 1 1.130 1.(See below) 13,104
Clark 6,124 1.358 +1.(Abovw) 108.062 Each seat
+ .A 6 7E a h s t1.467 (3)
4,368
Scott 1,883 1 .418 .144 34.417 Area ratio:
Floyd 5,097 1.130 1.(Above) 122.900 103.251%
1.389
Jefferson 6,006 1 1.332 1. 75.092 75.092
Switzerland 3,081 .683 .702 102.733
1 102.733
Ohio 1,309 .290 .2)8 102.733
House of qepresentatives
County Pop. Seats Rightful Actual Ratio
Rep. Rep. County District Area
Ripley 4,611 1 1.022 1.(See below) Total pop.
Dearborn 5,936 1 1.316 l.(See below) 15,360
Franklin 4,813 1 1.067 l.(See below) Each seat




Dearborn 5,936 1 1.316 1. (Above) 105.339 117.448%
1.386
Ripley 4,611 1.022 1. (Above) 127.172
+ .300
1.300
Jackson 4,853 1 1.076 1. 92.932 92.932
Jennings 3,722 1 .825 1. 121.171 121.171
Monroe 3,466 .769 .635 82.570
1 82.570
Brown 1,996 .4"3 .365 82.570
Lawrence 4,472 1 .992 1. 100.850 100.850
Daviess 4,707 1 1.04 1. 95.815 95.815
Greene 4,848 1 1.075 1.(See below)
Knox 5,508 1 1.22-1 1.(See below) Total pop.
Sullivan 4,710 1 1.04 i.(See below) 15,066
Knox 5,508 1.221 1. (Above) 111.816 Each seat
-_.266(4)1.366 3,7661.366 Area ratio:
Sullivan 4,710 1 1.044 1.(Above) 125.698 119.740%
+ -__L1/
1.313
Greene 4,848 1.075 1. (Above) 122.963
+_. 22
1.322
Vigo 9,168 2 2.033 2. 98.386 98.386
Clay 5,715 1 1.267 1.(See below) Total pop.
Putnam 5,145 1 1.141 1.(See below) 16,054
Hendricks 5,194 1 1.152 1.(See below) Each seat




Putnam 5,145 1 1.141 1. (Above) 115.751 112.371%
+.3201.320
Hendricks 5,194 1.152 1. (Above) 114.924
1.324
Owen 3,491 1 .774 1. 12V.18-) 12i.18i
Parke 4,743 1 1.052 1. 95.088 95.088
Vermillion 2,772 1 .615 1. 162.6;8 162.6)8
Wayne 8,860 2 1.965 2. 101.806 101.806
Thqndolph 6.026 1 1.336 1. 74.842 74.842
APPENDIX J-2Act of 1879
APPENDIX J-2 House of Representatives
County Pop. Seats Rightful Actual Ratio
Rep. Rep. County District Area
Marion 25,652 5 5.688 5.(See below) Total pop.
Shelby 5,559 1 1.233 1.(See below) 36,679
Bartholomew 5,468 1 1.212 1.(See below) Each seat




Shelby 5,559 1 1.233 1.(Above) 93.426 98.367%
+ .152
1.152
Bartholomew 5,468 1.212 1.(Above) 94.776
1.149
Hancock 3,980 1 .882 1.(See below) Total pop.
Madison 6,035 1 1.338 1.(See below) 15,830
Henr= 5,815 1 1.289 1.(See below)
Madison 6,035 1.338 1.(Above) 103.221 Each seat
+ .381 (4)
1.381 3,957
Hancock 3,980 .882 l.(Above) 141.807 Area ratio:
-'-.251 113.961%
1.251
Henry 5,815 1.289 1.(Above) 106.048
+ .367
1.367
Hamilton 5,574 1 1.236 1. 80.')l 80.911
Morgan 4,363 1 .967 1. 103.369 103.369
Johnson 4,608 1 1.022 1. 97.873 97.873
Decatur 4,811 1 1.067 1. 93.743 93.743
Rush 4,662 1 1.034 1. 96.740 96.740
Fayette 2,918 .647 .603 93.201
1 93.201
Union 1,921 .426 .397 93.201
Delaware 5,067 1 1.123 1. 89.007 89.007
Grant 5,459 1 1.210 1. 82.616 82.616
Wabash 5,860 1 1.299 1.(See below) Total pop.
Kosciusko 6,318 1 1.401 l.(See below) 12,178




Kosciusko 6,318 1.401 1.(Above) 108.417 111.102%
+ .519
1.519
Howard 4,649 1 1.031 1. 97.010 97.010
Miami 5,617 1 1.245 1. 80.292 80.292
Boone 6,045 1 1.340 1. 74.607 74.607
Clinton 5,271 1 1.169 1. 85.563 85.563
Montgomery 6,567 1 1.456 1. 68.677 68.677
Fountain 4,899 1 1.086 1. 92.060 92.060
Tippecanoe 8,678 2 1.924 2. 103.941 103.91
Benton 2,669 .592 .451(See below) Total pop.
1 8,670
White 3,255 .722 .549 76.131 Each seat
Warren 2,746 .609 .507 83.287 (2)
1 4,335



































LaPorte 7,419 1 1.645 1. 60.790 60.790
St. Joseph 7,303 1 1.619 1.(See below) Total pop.
St. Joseph 7,303 1.619 1. (Above) 115.008 8,469
+ .862 Each seat
1.862 (2)
1 4,234
Starke 1,166 .259 .138 53.253 A-ea ratio:
106.506%
Marshall 5,159 1 1.1"4 1. 87.420 87.420
Fulton 3,319 .736 .591 80.335
1 80.335
Pulake. 2,295 .509 .409 80.335
Cass 7,058 1 1.565 1. 63.899 63.899
Elkhart 7,926 1 1.757 1.(See below) Total pop.
Noble 5,448 1 1.208 1.(See below) 18,595
DeKalb 5,221 1 1.158 l.(See below) Each seat
Elkhart 7,926 1.757 1. (Above) 81.155 (4)*+.426 4,649
Area ratio:
1.426 97.015%
Noble 5,448 1 1.208 1. (Above) 107.037
1.293
DeKalb 5,221 1.158 1. (Above) 110.636
.281
1.281
LaGrange 3,794 1 .84.1 1. 118.874 118.874
Allen 12,719 3 2.820 3. 106.376 106.376
Whitley 3,942 1 .874 1. 114.409 114.409
Steuben 3,833 1 .850 1. 117.662 117.662
Huntington 5,051 1 1.120 1. 89.289 89.289
ells 4,018 .891 .690(See below) Total pop.
Blackford 1,807 .401 0 77.425 13,227
Adams 3,262 .723 .441(See below) Each seat
1 (3)
4,140 .918 .559(See below) 4,409
Jar 4,140 .918 .559(Above) 100.421
+_.62 Area ratio:
.922 102.291%
Adams 3,262 1 .723 .441(Above) 100.421
* .286
.727
Wells 4,018 .891 .690(Above) 116.917
1.042
Carroll 4,318 1 .957 1. 104.446 104.446
Tipton 3,232 1 .717 1. 139.-42 13i.542
Act of 1879
IndianaA pportionmcnt and .tedistricting act - 1879 P. 5
Acts 51st General Assembly, Ind., 1879, Ch. 21, sec. 3, P. 38
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
LAPORTE AGAG [TUE
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APPENDIX K-I
Apportionment -- Indiana Acts 1885, XXXII, 62
Enumeration of 1883 --
Total -- 494,650
Senate Seats -- 50
SENATE
IND. DOC. JOUR. (1883) Report of Auditor of State, 97
Ideal Senate District -- 9,8v3*
County Popula- Seats Rightful Repre- Ratio of actual representation
tion in Represen- Sentation to rightful representation.
Dis- tation actually Figures are percentages.
trict received
(Counties Each Dis- Combined
under- County trict area --
lined are NOT Floterial.
in more flo- All inter-
than one terial locking
district.) countiesincluded.
(An ideal
district) 9.8)3 1 1. 1. 100.000 100.000
Posey 4,976 .503 .493 97.970
1 97.970
Gibson 5,122 .518 .507 97.970
Vanderburgh 1,385 1 1.151 1. 86.895 86.895
Warrick 4,663 .471 .488 103.581
1 103.581
Spencer 4,888 .494 .512 103-.581
Knox 6,326 .639 .625 97.8051 97.805
Pike 3,789 .383 .375 
97,805 .
Dubois 3,597 .364 .492 135.4281 135.428
Perry 3,708 .375 .508 
135.1+28
Daviess 5,032 .509 .650 127.7841 127.784
Martin 2,710 .274 .350 
127.784
Sullivan 4,740 .479 .4')4 103.0091 103.009
Greene 4,864 .4"2 .506 
103 .009
Orange 3,059 .301 .289 93.515
Crawford 2,789 1 .282 .264 93.515 93.515
Harrison 4,731 .478 .447 93.515
Floyd 6,141 .621 .588 94.706
1 94.706
Washington 4,305 .435 -9712 
94706
Clark 7,079 .716 .547(See below) Total pop.
1 18,539
Jefferson 5,70 1 -5 -453 
76.400
Clark 7,07 . .716 .547(Above) 154.488 Each seat
-.559 (2)
1.105 V,269
Scott i,d03 1 .182 .142 78.088
Jennings 3,787 .383 .2-),j 78.088 Area ratio:106 .726L
Jackson 5,272 .533 .573 
107.521
1 107. 521
Lawrence 3.)2) .3,7 .427 107.521
Dearoorn 6,537 .661 .59j0 8,.311
Ohio 1,2-iO 1 .130 .116 89.319 8j.319
Switzerland 3,249 .328 .2-3 89.31
Ripley 4,678 .473 .411 86.,71
Franklin 4,697 1 .475 .413 86.971 86.971
Union 2,000 .202 .176 86. 971
County Pop. Seats Rightful Actual Ratio
Rep. Rap. County District Area
Barth( .omew 5,355 .541 .475 87.828 Total pop.
Brown 2,260 1 .228 .201(See below) 19,980
Monroe 3,649 .369 .324 87.828 Each seat
Morgan 4,203 .425 .383 90.133 (2)
Johnson 4,513 1 .456 .412 90.133 9,990
Brown 2,260 .228 .201(Above) 177.961 Area ratio:
+ .206 99.029%
.407
Clay 6,466 . 654 .642 98.1841 98.184
Oman 3,610 .365 .358 98.184
Vigo 11,249 1 1.137 1. 87.946 87.946
Parke 4,947 .500 .615 123.017
1 123.017
Vermillion 3.095 .313 .385 123.017
Putnam 5,365 .542 .497 91.627
1 91.627
Hendricks 5.432 .549 .503 91.627
Clinton 6,268 .634 .626 98.802
Boone 6,413 2 .648 .640 98.802 98.802
Montgomery 7.345 .742 .734 98.802
Shelby 6,165 .623 .558(See below) Total pop.
1 50,184
Decatur 4,879 .4)3 .442 89.578
Marion 29,812 2 3.013 2.(See below) Each seat
Hancock 4,167 .421 .447(See below) (5)
1 10,037
Rash 5,161 .522 .5531 26.O7
Marion 29,812 3.013 2.(Above) 91.013 Area ratio:
*+.743 98.567%
2.743
Hancock 4,167 1 .421 .447(Above) 130.701
+ .104
.551
Shiby 6,165 .623 .558(Above) 114.222
+ .
.712
Henry 6,283 .635 .660 103.929
1 103.929
Fayette 3,236 .327 .340 103.929
Wayne 10,274 1 1.039 1. 96.292 96.292
Delaware 5,547 .561 .453 80.713
1 80.713
Randolph 6,710 .678 .547 80.713
Adams 3,800 .384 .346 90.100
Jay 5,067 1 .512 .461 90.100 90.100
Blackford 2,13 .214 .192 90.100
Grant 6,207 .627 .479 76.347
1 76.347
Madison 6,751 .682 .521 76.347
Tippecanoe 9,425 1 .953 1. 104.966 104.966
Warren 2,786 .282 .359 127.635
1 127.635
Fountain 4,965 .502 .641 127.635
Newton 2,059 .208 .276 132.454
Jasper 2,469 1 .250 .331 132.454 132.454
Benton 2,941 .297 .394 132.454
White 3,548 .359 .336 93.622
Pulaski 2,4.11 1 .244 .228 93.622 93.622
Carroll 4,608 .466 .436 93 .622
Cass 7,417 1 .750 1. 133.383 133.383




Pop. Seats Rightful Actual
Senate P. 3
Ratio
Rep. Rep. County District Area
Miami 6,229 .630 .547 86.811
1 86.811
Howard 5,167 .522 .453 86.811
Wells 4,592 .464 .422 90.845
1 90.845
Huntington 6,298 .637 .578 90.845
Allen 13,910 1 1.406 1.(See below) Total pop.
Allen 13,910 1.406 1. (Above) 125.303 18,259
+ .762 Each seat
1.762 (2)
1 9,129
Whitley 4,349 .440 .238 54.181 Area ratio:
108.363%
Kosciusko 6,521 .659 .501 76.006
1 76.006
Wabash 6,495 .657 .499 76.006
Marshall 5,499 .556 .585 105.245
1 105.245
Fulton 3M01 .394 .415 105.245
Lake 4,047 .409 .464 113.466
1 113.466
Porter 4,672 .472 .536 113.466
LaPorte 8,524 1 .862 1. 116.061 116.061
St. Joseph 9,611 .971 .875 90.043
1 90.043
Starke 1,376 .139 .125 90.043
Elkhart 9,148 1 .925 1. 108.144 108.144
Tipton 3,700 .374 .384 102.656
1 102.656
Hamilton 5,937 .600 .616 102.656
Noble 5,807 .587 .526 8).667
1 89.667
DeKalb 5,226 .528 .474 89.667
LaGrange 3,911 .395 .511 129.253
1 129.253
6teuben 3,743 .378 .489 129.253
An ideal House district would be 4,946.5; we have dropped the .5 for the House districts
but used the correct figure for the Senate, obtained by dividing the total population of
the state by 50.
Indiana
Apportionment and Redistricting Act, 1885





Total Voting Population - 494,650
Males 21 years of age or over
Ideal Senate District - 9,893
Based on State Enumeration - 1883
APPENDIX K-2
Apportionment - Indiana Acts 1885, Ch. XXXII, 62
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Enumeration of 1883 - IND. DOC. JOUR. (1883) Report of Auditor of State, 97
Total - 494,650
House Seats - 100
Ideal House District - 4,946
County Popula- Seats Rightful Repre- Ratio of actual representation
tion in Represen- sentation to rightful representation.
Dis- tation actually Figures are percentages.
(Counties trict received Each Dis- Combined
underlined County trict area -
are in more NOT Floterial.





district) 4,946  1 1. 1. 100.00 100.000
Posey 4,976 1 1.OO6 1. 99.397 99.397
Warrick 4,663 1 .943 1. 106.069 106.069
Spencer 4,888 1 .988 1. 101.186 101o186
Perry 3,708 1 .750 1. 133.338 133.338
Pike 3,789 1 .766 1. 130.536 130.536
Vanderburgh 21,385 2 2.302 2. (See below) Total pop.
Gibson 5,122 1 1.036 1.(See b;low) 22,833
Knox 6,326 1 1.279 1.(See b~low)
Knox 6,326 1.279 1. (Above) 99.846 Each Seat
+ .277 (5)
1.27? 4,566
Gibson 5,122 1 1.O36 1. (Above) 318.225 Area ratio
+ .224 108.308%
Vanderburgh 21,385 2.302 2.(Above) 108.547
+ .499
Daviess 5,032 1 1.017 1. 98.291 98.291
Greene 4,864 1 .983 1. 101.685 101.685
Dubois 3,597 .727 .570(See below) Total pop.
Martin 2,710 .548 .430 78.421 16,084
Lawrence 3,929 .794 .371 46.726 Each Seat
Dubois 3,597 1 .727 .570(Above) 125.3J46 (3)
+ .340 5,361
Orage 3,059 .618 .289( See below) Area ratio:
Oange 3,059 .618 .289(Above) 131.303 92.253%
S+ .523
Crawford 2,789 .564 .477 84.575
Harrison 4,731 1 .957 1. 104.5414 104.544
Washington 4,305 1 .870 1. 114.389 114.889
Jackson 5,272 1 1.066 i. 93.816 93.816
County Pop. Seats Rightful Actual Ratio
Rep. .ep. County District Area
6,141 1 1.242 1.(See below) Total pop.
Clark 7,079 1 1.431 i.(See below) 19,090
Jefferson 5,870 1 1.187 1.(See below)
Floyd 6,1hl 1.242 1. (Above) 106.449 Each Seat
+ .322 (4)
1.322 4,772
Clark 7,079 1 1.31 1. (Above) 95.777
+ .371 Area ratio
1.371 103.635%
Jefferson 5,870 1.187 1. (Above) 110.168
+ .307
1.307
Scott 1,803 1 .365 .323 88.479 88.479
Jennings 3,787 .766 .677 88.479
Dearborn 6,537 1 1.322 1.(See below) Total pop.
Dearborn 6,537 1.322 1. (Above) 120.316 11,76
* .590 Each Seat
+ (2)5,538
Ohio 1,290 1 .261 .116 44.655 Area ratio
Switzerland 3,249 .657 .293 44.655 89.310%
Eip-ez 4,678 1 .946 l.(See below) Total pop.
Franklin 4,697 1 .950 1.(See below) 11,375
4,678 .946 1. (Above) 149.210 Each Seat
+ .4.11 (3)
14 3,792Area ratio
Franklin 4,697 1 .950 1. (Above) 148.783 130.4 1%
+ .313
1.113
Union 2,000 .404 .176 43.481
Decatur 4,879 1 .986 1. 101.373 101.373
Bartholomew 5,355 1 1.083 1. 92.362 92.362
Monroe 3,649 1 .738 .618 83.703 83.703
Brown 2,260 .457 .382 83.703
Owen 3,610 1 .730 1. 137.008 137.008
Sullivan 4,740 1 .958 1.(See below) Total pop.
Vigo 11,249 2 2.274 2.(See below) 19,084
Sullivan 4,740 .958 1. (Above) 130.263 Each seat
+ .248 (4)
1.2148o 4,771
Vigo 11,249 1 2.274 2. (Above) 113.854 Area ratio:
+ .589 103.668%
2.59
Vermillion 3,095 .626 .162 25.917
Parke 4,947 1 1.000 1. 99.980 99.980
Hendricks 5,432 1 1.098 1. 91.053 91.053
Morgan 4,203 1 .850 1. 117.678 117.678
Johnson 4,513 1 .912 1. 109.595 109.595
Act of 1885 APPENDIX K-2 House of ,Aepresentatives P. 2
County Pop. Seats Rightful Actual Ratio
Rep. Rep. County District Area
Shelby 6,165 1 1.246 l.(See below) Total pop.
Hancock 4,167 1 .
8 42 l.(See below) 40,144
Marion 29,812 5 6.027 5. (See below)
Marion 29,812 6.027 5. (Above) 95.273 Each seat
+ .743 (8)
W5,018
Hancock 4,167 1 .842 1. (Above) 131.016
+ .104 Area ratio:
1.104 98.565%
Shelby 6,165 1.246  1. (Above) 92.547
+ .154
1.157
Rush 5,161 1 1.043 1. 95.835 95.835
Henry 6,283 1 1.270 1.(See below) Total pop.
Henry 6,283 1.270 l.(Above) 130.679 9,519
+ .660 Each seat1.6 (2)
Fayette 3,236 .654 .340 51.959 4,759Area ratio:
103.918%
Wayne l0i27k 2 2.077 2. 96.282 96.282
Randolph 6,710 1 1.357 1. 73o710 73.710
Delaware 5,54? 1 1.121 1. 89.165 89.165
Adams 3,800 1 .768 .429(See below) Total pop.
Jay 5,067 1.024 .571(See below) 10,980
Adams 3,800 .768 .429(Above) 100.825
+ .346 Each seat
-773 (2)
Jay 5,067 1 1.024 .571(Above) 100.825 5,49o
+ .461
1.032 Area ratio
Blackford 2,133 .427 .192 45.046 9o.091%
Grant 6,207 1 1.255 1. 79.684 79.684
Madison 6,751 1 1.365 1. 73.263 73.263
Hamilton 5,937 1 1.200 1. 83.308 83.308
Tipton 3,700 1 .748 1. 133.677 133.677





:13 1 1.296 1. 77.124 77.124
House of Representatives P. 3APPENDIX K-2Act of 1885
APPENDIX K-2 House of Representatives
County Pop. Seats Rightful Actual .atio
Aep. Rep. County District Area
Clay 6,466 1 1.307 1.(See below) Total pop.
Putnam 5,365 1 1.085 1.(See b6low) 19,176
Montgomery 7,345 1 1.485 i.(See below)
Montgomery 7,345 1.1485 1.(&bove) 93.131 Each seat
+ .383 (4)
1.383 4,794
Putnam 5,365 1 1.085 1. (Above) 117.982
* .280 Area ratio:
1.280 103.171%
Clay 6,466 1.307 1.Q(bove) 102.285
. .337
1.337
Fountain 4,965 1 I.04 1. 99.617 99.617
Tippecanoe 9,425 1 1.905 1. (See below) Total pop.
Clinton 6,268 1 1.267 1.(See below) 15,693
Tippecanoe 9,425 1.905 1. (Above) 84.003 Each seat
+ .6Ol (3)1 r71 5,231
Area ratio:
Clinton 6,268 1.267 1. (Above) 110.426 94o552%
* .3992
1.399
Warren 2,786 1 .563 .486 86.363 86363
Benton 2,9)41 .595 .514 86.363
Jasper 2,469 1 .499 .545 109.231 109.231
Newton 2,059 .416 .455 109.231
Carroll 4,608 1 .932 1. 107.335 107.335
Cass 7,417 1 1.500 1o(See below) Total pop.
Miami 6,229 1 1,259 1.(See below) 13,646
Cass 7,417 1.500 1. (Above) 102.929 Each seat
+ .544 (3)
1.5U 4,519
Miami 6,229 1.259 1o(Above) 115.6147 Area ratio:
+ .456 108.735%
1.456
Wabash 6,195 1 1.313 1. 76.150 76,150
Wells 4,592 1 .928 1. 107.709 107.709
Huntington 6,298 1 1.273 1. (See below) Total pop.
lle__n 13,910 2 2.812 2. (See below) 20,208
Allen 13,910 2.812 2.(Above) 95.590 Each seat
+ .688 (4)1 2.688 5,052
Huntington 6,298 1.273 1.(Above) 103.007 Area ratio:
+ .312 97.901%
1.312
Whitley 4,39 1 .879 1. 113.728 113.728
Fulton 3,901 1 .789 1. 126.788 126,788
Lake 4,047 1 .818 1. 122.214 122.214
Act of 1885
APPENDIX K-2 House of Lepresentatives
County Pop. Seats Aightful Actual Ratio
Rep. Rep. County District Area
Porter 4,672 1 .945 1. 105.864 105.864
White 3,5148 .717 .595 83.001 Total pop.
Pulaski 2,411 .487 .405 (See below) 15,859
LaPorte 8,524 1 1.723 1o (See below) Each seat




Starke 1,376 1 .278 .1,2 40.175 93.562%
Pulaski 2,.41 .487 .405(Above) 123.175
+ .196
.601
Marshall 5,499 1 1.112 1. 8 9.9h4 89.944
St. Joseph 9,611 2 1.943 2. 102.924 102.924
Elkhart 9,148 1 1.850 1. (See below) Total pop.
Noble 5,807 1 1.174 1. (Sea below) 20,181
DeKalb .5,226 1 1.057 1. (See below)
- Each seat
Elkhart 9,3-48 1.850 1. (Above) 78.574 (4)
+ -453 5,045
IoA53
Noble 5,807 1 1.174 1. (Above) 109.680
+ .288 Area ratio:
1.288 98.032%
DeKalb 5,226 1.057 1. (Above) I19.2149
+ .259
1.259
Kosciusko 6,521 1 1.318 1. 75.847 75.847
LaGrange 3,911 1 .791 1. 126.464 126.464
Steuben 3,743 1 .757 1. 132.140 132.140
Act of 1885
Indiana
Apportionment and Redistricting Act - 1885




Total Voting Population - 494,650
Males 21 years of age or over
Ideal House District - 4,946
Based on State Enueration - 1883
APPENDIX L-1
Apportionment - Indiana Acts 1891, Ch. XCI, 119
(found unconstitutional by Supreme Court of Indiana)
SENATE
Enumeration of 1889 - IND. DOC. JOUR. (1890) Report of Auditor of State, 82
Total - 551,048
Senate Seats -- 50..
Ideal Senate District - 11,020
County Popula- Seats Rightful Repre- Ratio of actual representation
tion in Represen- sentation to rightful representation.
Dis- tation actually Figures are percentages.
(Counties trict received Each Dis- Combined
underlined County trict area -
are in more NOT Floterial.





district) 11,020 1 1. 1. 100.000 100.000
Posey 5,162 1 .h68 .459 97.946 97.946
Gibson 6P089 .553 .541 97.9h6
Vanderburgh 12,717 1 1.154 1. 86.665 86.665
Warrick 5,114 1 .464 .480 103.329 103.329
Spencer 5,551 .50 .520 103.329
Knox 6,812 1 .618 .617 99.476 99.476
Pike 4:266 .387 .385 99.h76
Sullivan 5,237 1 .X75 .A88 102.693 102.693
Greene 5,A94 .99 .5]2 102.693
Dearborn 6,382 .579 .580 100.073
Ohio 1,323 1 .120 .120 100.073 100.073
Switzerland 3,307 .300 .300 100.073
Marion 37,554 3 3.108 3.( See below) Total pop.
Marion 37,5514 3.408 3.(Above) 113.372 43,491
+ .863 Each seat1 3.863 (4)
10,873
Hendricks 5,937 .539 .137 25.339 1rartoArea ratio:
101.354%
Clay 7,769 1 .705 .675 
95.738 95.718
Owen 37U .340 .325 95.718
Vigo 13,317 1 1.208 1. 82.751 82.751
Wayne 10,070 1 .914 1. 10934 109.34
Tippecanoe 9,850 1 .891 1. 111.878 111.878
Marshall 6,150 1 .558 .591 105.829 105.829
Ful ton 4,263 .387 .409 105.829
Lake 5,542 1 .503 .539 107.219 107.219
Porter 4,736 .430 .h6l 107.219
Elkhart 10,216 1 .927 1. 107.870 107.870
NOTE: The 15 districts listed above, which received a total of 17 Senate seats, remained
constant throughout the Acts of 1891, 1893 and 1895. The following 28 districts
were repeated In the Act of 1893 but changed in that of 1895.
County Pop. Seats Rightful Actual Ratio
Rep. Rep. County District Area
Dubois 4,331 .393 .511 129.9071 129.907
Perry 4,152 .377 .489 129,907
Orange 3,454 .313 .302 96.438
Crawford 3,076 1 .279 .269 96.483 96.438
Harrison 4,897 .44 .429 96,438
Daviess 5,841 .530 .667 125.857 125.857
Martin 2,915 .265 ;333 125.857
Lawrence 4,802 .436 .464 106.4221 106.422
Jackson 5,553 .504 .536 106,422
Wash. 4,321 .392 .373 95.107 95.107
Floyd 7,266 .659 .627 95,107
Clark 7,304 .663 .549 (See below) Total pop.
Scott 1,833 1 .166 .138 82.870 19,703
Jennings 4,161 .378 .313 82:870 Each seat (.)
Clark 7,304 .663 .549 (Above)163.255 9,851
1 + .533
1.082 Area ratio:
Jefferson 6,405 .581 .467 80,385 111.861%
Ripley 4,873 .442 .422 95.494
Franklin 4,691 1 .426 .406 95.494 95.494
Union 1,976 ,179 .171 95.494
Parke 5,361 .486 .613 125.9141 125.914
Ver, 3.391 .308 .387 125,914
Putnam 5,493 .498 .407 81.666 81.666
Mont, 8,001 .726 .593 81.666
Shelby 6,545 .594 .557 93.7071 93.707
Decatur 5,215 .473 .443 93,707
Hancock 4,491 1 .408 .465 114.090 114.090
Rush 5,168 .469 .535 114,090
Henry 6,440 1 .584 .647 110.732
Fayette 3.512 .319 .353 110,732
Delaware 7,138 .648 .496 76. 5921 76. 592
Randolph 7,250 .658 .504 76,592
Grant 7,770 .705 .492 69.835
Madison 8,010 1 727 .508 69,835 69.835
Adams 4,762 .432 .366 84.594
Jay 5,825 1 .529 .447 84.594 84.594
Blackford 2,440 .221 .187 84- 594
Hunt. 7,254 .658 .586 89.065 89.065
Wels 5.119 .465 .414 89,065
Miami 6,632 .602 .518 86.1411 86.141
Howard 6,161 .559 .482 86,141
Clinton 7,287 .661 .624 94.406 94.46
Tipton 4,386 .398 .376 "26
Boone 7,038 .639 .537 R40321 84.032
Hamilton 6,076 ,"5 ,463 8,012
Warren 3,041 .276 .372 13.34 134834
Fountain 5,132 .466 .628 134
,
834
Newton 2,279 .207 .279 134.933
Jasper 2,743 1 .249 .336 134.933 134.933
Benton 3,145 .285 .385 134,933
Pulaski 2,788 .253 .238 93.931
White 3,971 1 .360 .338 93.931 93.931
Carroll 4,973 .451 .424 93,931
Act of 1891 APPENDIX L-1
cPPENDIX L-1 Senate
County Pop. Seats Rightful Actual
Re 0.
Ratio
. . County District Area
Cass 8,449 1 .767 1. 130.430 130.430
LaPorte 8,811 1 .800 1. 125.071 125.071
St. Joseph 11,002 1 .998 .862 86.370 86.370
Starke 1,757 .159 .138 86.370
Kosciusko 7,516 1 .682 .520 76.3061 76:306
Wabash 6,926 .628 .489 76.306
LaGrange 4,135 .375 .507 135.1321 135.132
Steuben- 402 -" .365 .493 135.132
NOTE: The following districts were not repeated in the Act of 1893 or of 1895.
Ibnroe 4,106 .373 .332 89.072 Total pop.
Brown 2,332 1 .212 .188 (See below) 21,903
Barth. 5;§'34 .538 .480 89.072 Each seat (2)
Morgan -4,568 .415 .385 92.894 10,951
Johnson 4,963 1 .450 .418 92.894 Area ratio:
Brown 2,332 .212 .188 (above)181.966 100.625%
+.197
.385
Whitley 4,581 1 .416 .222 53.469 Total pop.
Allen 16,029 1.455 1. (Below) 122.219 20,610
+ .778 Each seat (2)
1.778 10,305
Allen 16,029 1 1.455 1. (See above) 106.931%
Noble 6,101 .554 .483 87.2591 87.259
DeKalb 6,528 .592 .517 87.259
* See Parker v. State, 133 Ind. 178, 32 N.E.836, 33 N.E. _19, 19 L.R.A. 567 (1892).
e Dividing the total as given in the official report by 50 would make an ideal Senate dis-
trict of 11,020.96; however, the figure for the House would be 5,510.48. In order to
keep the figure for a Senate district eyactly double that for the House, we have dropped
the fraction in both cases.
Act of 1891
Indiana
Apportionment and Redistricting Act - 1891




Total Voting Population - 551,048
Males 21 years of age or over
Ideal Senate District - 11,020
Based on State Enumeration - 1889
APPENDIX L-2
Apportionment - Indiana Acts 1891, Ch. XCI, 119
(Found unconstitutional by Supreme Court of Indiana)
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Enumeration of 1889 - IND. DOC. JOUR. (1890) Report of Auditor of State, 82
Total - 551,048
House seats - 1OC
Ideal House District 5- ,510
County Popula- Seats Rightful Repre- Ratio of actual representation
tion in Represen- sentation to rightful representation
Dis- tation actually Figures are percentages.
(Counties trict received Each Dis- Combined
under- county trict area--
lined are NOT floterial.
in more flo- All inter-




district) 5,510 1 1. 1. 100.000 100.000
Van. 12,717 2 2.308 2. (See below) Total pop.
Gibson 6,089 1 1.105 1. (See below) 25,618
Knox - 6,812 1 1.236 1. (See below) Each seat (5)
Van. 12,717 2.308 2. (Above) 108.163 5,124
2.496 Area ratio:
Gibson 6,089 1 1.105 1. (Above) 131.999 107.542%
+. 238
1.238
Knox 6,812 1.236 1. (Above) 102.395
+ .266
1, 266
Posey 5,162 1 .937 1. 106.742 106.742
Warrick 5.114 1 .928 1. 107.7.3 107.743
Spencer 5.551 1 1.007 1. 99.261 99.261
Perry 4,152 1 .754 1. 132.707 132.707
Pike "4,266 1 .771 1. 129.161 129.161
Greene 5,494 1 .997 1. 100.291 100.291
Daviess 5,841 1 1.060 1. 94-333 94.333
Harrison 4,897 1 .889 1. (See below) Total pop.
Floyd 7,266 1 1.319 1. (See below) 15,239
Harrison 4,897 .889 1. (Above) 148.675 Each seat (3)
*.321 5,080
1.321
Foyd 7,266 1 1.319 1. (Above) 111.989 Area ratio:
+ .477 108.472%
1.477
Crawford 3,076 .558 .202 36.157
Wash, 4,321 1 .784 1. 127.517 127.517
Jackson 59553 1 1.008 1. 99.226 99.226
Clark 7,304 1 1.326 1. (See below) Total pop.
Clark 7,304 1.326 1. (Above) 116.873 13,298
+.5-9 Each seat (2)
1.549 6,649
1 Area ratio:
Scott 1,833 .333 .138 41.435 82.869%
Jennings 4,161 .755 .313 41. 35
Jefferson 6,405 1 1.162 1. 86.027 86.027
Act of 1891
County
APPENDIX L-2 House of Representatives ?. 2
Pop. Seats Rightful Actual Ratio
County District Area
Dearborn 6,382 1 1.158 1. (See below) Total pop.
Dearborn 6,382 1.158 1. (Above) 136.372 11,012
+-"L8o Each seat (2)
1 1.580 5,506
Ohio 1,323 .240 .120 50.036 Area ratio:
Switz. 3.307 .600 ,3O 50,036 100,073%
Ripley 4,873 1 .884 1. (See below) Total pop.
Franklin 4,691 1 .851 1. (See below) 11,5.0
Riple 4,873 .884 1. (Above) 160.819 Each seat (3)
+ .422 3,847
1.422
Franklin 4,691 1 .851 1. (Above) 165.206 Area ratio:
+ .40O7 143.24.1
1.407
Union 1,976 .359 .171 47,747
Decatur 5,215 1 .946 1. 105,657 105,657
Barth, 5,934 1 1,077 1, 9.855 92,855
Monroe 4,106 .745 .638 85.586 85.58t
Brown 2,332 423 .362 85,586
Johnson 4,963 1 .901 1. 111,022 111,022
Morgan 4,568 1 .829 1. 120.622 120,o22
Owen 3,744 1 .679 1. 147,169 14.169
Hendricks 5,937 1 1,077 1. 92,808 92,808
Parke 5,361 1 .973 1, 102,779 104779
Fountain 5,132 1 .931 1, 197, 366 107,366
Mont. 8,001 1 1.452 1. (See below)
tnam 5,493 1 .997 1. (See below)
mgam 7,769 1 1.410 1. (See below)
Mont. 8,001 1.452 1. (Above) 94.780 Total pop.
+_376 21,263
1.376
Putnam 5,493 1 .997 1. (Above) 126.223 Each seat (4)
+-.258 5,31t
1.258
Cla 7,769 1.410 1. (Above) 96.837 Area ratio:
+ .365 103.654%
1,365
Sullvan 5,237 1 .950 1. (ee below) Total pop.
Viro 13,317 2 2.417 2. (See below) 21,945
Vigo 13,317 2.417 2. (Above) 107.859 Each seat (4)
+ .607 5,486
2.607 Area ratio:
Sullivan 5,237 1 .950 1. (Above) 130.321 100.433%
1.239
1. 239
Ver, 3,391 .615 .15 25,108
Marion 37,554 6 6.816 6. (See below) Total opa.
-helby 6,545 1 1.188 1. (See below) 44,099
Marion 37,554 6.816 6. (Above) 100.528 Each seat (8)
+ .852 5,512
1 6.852 Area ratio:
Shelby 6,545 1.188 1. (Above) 96.681 99.957"
i, 148
1,148
Hancock 4,491 1 .815 1, 122,690 124 6,,
Rush 5,158 1 .938 1, 106,618 ljI,,!8
Henry 6,440 1 1,169 1, 85,559 85,59
.cto11Ia L-. House of Aepresentativez
County ?op. Seats Rightful Actudl 2" tio
Aep. Aep. Cointy District Area
S 10,070 1 1.828 1. (.ee celow) Total pop.
Wayne 10,070 1.828 1. (Above) 95.285 13,582
+ . ;/2 Lach seat (2)
i. 74.1 6,791
1 ..rea ratio:
Fayette 3,51Z .63i . 40.568 81.137%
Randolph 7,250 1 1. 1 1. 76.000 76.000
Delaware 7,138 1 1.;95 1. 77.192 77.192
Harilton 6,J76 1 1.103 1. 90.685 90.685
Boone 7,038 1 1.277 1. 78.289 78.289
1.'dison 8,010 1 1.454 1. (£ee Oelow) Total pop.
Clinton 7,287 1 1.322 1. (See below) 19,683
Tioton 4,386 1 .796 1. (See below) Each seat (4)
Clinton 7,287 1.322 1. (Above) 103. 08 4,921
'370
1.370 Area ratio:
Tipton 4,386 1 .79t 1. (.tove, 153. b2! 111.975%
1. 223
M4adison 8,01r) 1.454 1. (,,ove) 96.783
.407
1.407
Howard 6,161 1 1.118 1. 89.433 89.433
Tione. 9,850 2 1.783 2. 111.878 111.878
Benton 3,145 .571 .508 89.0721 89.072
Warren 3,041 .551 .492 89.072
Lake 5,542 1 1.01 1. 99.423 99.423
Porter 4,736 1 .860 1. 116.3143 116.343
Newton 2,279 .414 .454 109.7171 109.717
Jasoer 2,743 .498 .5 46 109.717
Plaski 2,788 1 .506 .412 81.521 81.521
WhTte 3,971 .721 .588 81.521
Carroll 4.973 1 .903 1. 110.798 110.798
Fulton 4,263 1 .77L 1. 129.252 129.252
Cass 8,449 1 1.533 1. (See below) Total pop.
Mi mi 6,632 1 1.204 1. (See below) 15,081
Gass 8,449 1.5J3 1. (Acove) 101.751 Each seat (3)
+-.60 5,027
1 1.560 Area ratio:
Miami 6,632 1.204 1. (Above) 119.618 109.608%
1.440
Wabash 6,926 1 1.257 1. 79.555 79.555
Hunt, 7,254 1 1.317 1. 75.958 75.958
Wells 5,119 1 .929 1. 107.639 107.639
Grant 7,770 1 1.4110 1. 70.913 70.913
Allen 16,029 3 -2,909 3. 103.126 103.126
Witley 4,581 1 .821 1. 120.280 120.280
DeKalb 6,528 1 1.185 1. 84.406 84.406
Noble 6,101 1 1.107 1. 90.313 90.313
Steuben 4,020 1 .730 1. 137.065 137.065
LaGrange 4,135 1 .750 1. 133.253 133.253
E khart 10,216 1 1.854 1. (See below) Total pop.
Kosciusko 7,516 1 1.364 1. (See below) 17,732
Elk-hart 10,216 1.854 1. (Above) 85.009 Each seat (3)
+ .576 5,911
1 1.576 Area ratio:
Kosciusko 7,516 1.364 1. (Above) 104.384 93.221%
1.424
.ct of 10^91
APPENDIX L-2 House of Representatives P. 4
County Pop. Seats Rightful Actual Ratio
Rep. =p. County District Area
Marshall 6,150 1 1,116 1. 89.593 89.593
St, Joseph 11,002 2 1,997 2. 100,164 100.164
LaPorte 8,811 1 1.599 1. (See below) Total pop.
LaPorte 8,811 1.599 1. (Above) 114.674 10,568
+.834 Each seat (2)
1 1.834
Starke 1,757 .319 .166 52.139 5,284
Area ratio:
104.277%
NOTE: The above districts were repeated in the Act of 1893. Those below were changed.
Dubois 4,331 1 •786 .598 (See below) Total pop.
Martin 2,915 .529 .402 76.042 15,502
Dubois 4,331 .786 .598 (above) 119.817 Each seat (2)
+.34zt 7,751
1 .942 Area ratio:
Lawrence 4,802 .872 .381 43.775 71.087%
Orange 3,454 .627 .274 43.775
Adams 4,762 .864 .450 (See below) Total pop.
1
Ja 5,825 1.057 .550 (See below) 13,027
Each seat (2)
Adams 4,762 .864 .450 (Above) 94.342 6,513
+-.366 Area ratio:
.816 84.594%
Jay 5,825 1 1.057 .550 (Above) 94.342
+ -._4AZ
.997
Blackford 2,440 .4"3 .187 42.297
Act of 1891
Indiana
Apportionment and Redistrictlng'Act - 1891




Total Voting Population - 551,048
Males 21 years of age or over
Ideal House District - 5,510
Baseea on State Enumeration - 1889
APPENDIX M-i
Apportionsent - Indiana Acts 1893, Ch. CLXV, 356
(found unconstitutional by Supreme Court of Indiana)*
SENATE
Enumeration of 1889 -- IND. DOC. JOUR. (1890) Report of Auditor of State, 82
Total - 551,048
Senate Seats - 50
Ideal Senate District -- 21,020**
County Popula- Seats Rightful Repre- Ratio of actual representation
tion in Represen- sentation to rightful representation.
Dis- tation actually Figures are percentages.
(Counties trict received
underlined Each Dis- Combined
are in more County trict area -
than one NOT Floterial.





district) 11,020 1 1. 1. 100.000 1OO.0O
NOTE: For districts identical with Act of 1891, see Appendix L-1. Those below were
changed.
Monroe# 4,106 .373 .332 89.072
Brown 2,332 1 .212 .188 89.072 89.072
Bartholomew 5,934 .538 .480 89.072
Morgan 4,568 .415 .479 115.623
Johnson 4,963 .450 .521 115.623
Whitley 4,581 .416 .429 103.164
Noble 6,101 1 .55 .571 103.164 i03.16
Allen 16,029 1 1.455 i.(Below) Total pop.
Allen 16,029 1.455 1.(Above) 117.604 22,557
1 + .7fl Each seat1.7n (2)
DeKalb 6,528 .592 .289 48.854 11,278
Area ratio:
97.708%
* See Denney v. State, 144 Ind. 503, 43 N.E. 929, 31 L.R.A. 726 (1896).
** See note following Appendix L-1.
# The Monroe-Brown-Batholomew district is identical with that in the Act of 1891 except
that Brown no longer has other representation outside the district, having been re-
moved from the district with M'organ and Johnson.
Indiana P. 2Apportionment and Redistricting Act - 1893
Acts, 58th General Assembly, Ind., 1893, Ch.150, sec. 1, p. 356
SENATE
6,811,002 071 4,135 4,060
POS ~ LAK ANDO RTERAAHITRIA BRA
6,150 1t' 2 ,
URGH ~ ~ J ~ PENR 1,
2292,788 4,263 1
3,971 8 4,91
3,T4t oALL Gl nNT
Ida Set Distric I LC- JAYa
3Base 7,287on Ste EnumE
FONANGMR ON-E AM"--" 7,250
5,132 8,001 7,038 607H
5,4,409WYN
PARKE
CKS rARI 6_I __ NDANA0C 10,070
0 Total oin 93plaio '7 554,04
Mje 5,36 493sofaeooe
26VIGOse ORGA JOHNSO 6,545aio 352 - 976"
APPE11DIX M-2
Apportionment - Indiana Acts 1893, Ch. CIXV, 356
(found unconstitutional by Supreme Court of Indiana)
HOUSE OF REFRESENTATIVES
Enumeration of 1889 - IND. DOC. JOUR. (1890) Report of Auditor of State, 82
Total - 551,048
House Seats - 100
Ideal House District - 5,510
County Popula- Seats Rightful Repre- Ratio of actual representation
tion in Represen- sentation to rightful representation.
Dis- tation actually Figures are percentages.
trict received Each Dis- Combined







district) 5,510 1 1. 1. 100.000 100.000
NOTE: For districts identical with Act of 1891, see Appendix 1-2. Those below were
changed.
Dubois 4,331 .786 .559 71.088
Martin 2,915 2 .529 .376 71.088
Orange 3,45L .627 .46 71.O58 71.088
Lawrence 4,802 .872 .620 71.088
Adams 4,762 .864 .731 84.594
Jay 5,825 2 1.O57 .894 84.594 84.594
Blackford 2,440 .443 .375 84.594
Indiana
apportionment and Redistricting Act - 1893




Total Voting Population - 551,0h8
Males 21 years of age or over
Ideal House District - 5,510
Based on State Enumeration - 1889
APPENDIX N-I
Apportionment -- Indiana Acts 1895, Ch. LVI, 132 *
(Fond unconstitutiona buprme Court of Indiana)
Enumeration of 1889 -- IND. DOC. JOUR. (1890) Report of Auditor of State, 82
Total - 551,04 8
Senate Seats - 50
Ideal Senate District -- 11,020*o
County Popula- Seats Rightful Repre- Ratio of actual representation
tion in Represen- sentation to rightful representation.
Dis- tation aotually Figures are percentages.
(Counties trict received Each Dis- Combined
underlined County trict area -
are in more NOT Floterial.





district) .1,020 1 1. 1. 100.000 100.000
NOTE: For districts identical with Acts of 1891 and 1893, see Appendix L-1. Morgan-
Johnson was repeated from the Act of 1893. All others below were changed.
Dubois 4,331 .393 .375 95.337
Crawford 3,076 1 .279 .266 95.337 95.337
Perry 4,152 .377 .359 95.337
Daviess 5,84i .530 .478 90.254
Martin 2,915 1 .265 .239 90.254 90.254
Orange 3,454 .313 .283 90.254
Harrison 4,897 .444 .403 90.603
Floyd 7,266 .659 .597 90.603 90.603
Clark 7,304 .663 .628 9Z.796
Washington 4,321 .392 .372 94h.76 94@796
Scott 1,833 .166 .164 98.314
Jennings 4,161 1 .378 .371 98.314 98.3114
Decatur 5,215 .473 .465 98.314
Ripley 4,873 1 .442 .432 97.712
Jefferson 6,405 .581 56 97.712 97.712
Franklin 4,691 .426 .461 108.262
Fayette 3,512 1 .319 .345 108.262 108.262
Union 1,976 .179 .194 108.262
Rush 5,168 .469 .Wa14 94.083
Shelby 6,545 .594 .559 94.083 94"083
Johnson 4,963 .450 .521 115.623
Morgan 4,568 .1415 .479 115.623 31
Bartholomew 5,934 1 538 .517 95.935
Jackson 5,553 .504 .483 95.935 95.935
Brown 2,332 .212 .207 98.043
Monroe 4,106 1 .373 .365 98.o43 98.043
Lawrence 4,802 .436 .427 98.o43
Vermillion 3,391 .308 .293 95.296
Fountain 5,132 1 .466 .444 95.296 95.296
Warren 3,041 .276 .263 95.296
Parke 5,361 .486 .494 101.529
Putnam 5,493 1 .498 .506 101.529 101,529
County Pop. Seats Rightful Actual Ratio
Ren. Rpn. County District Area
Hancock 4,491 .408 .411 1oo.814
Henry 6,440 1 584 .589 100.814 100.814
Randolph 7,250 .658 .647 98.4o2
Delaware 7,138 2 .648 .637 98.402 98.402
Madison 8,010 .727 .715 98.402
Hamilton 6,076 .551 .581 105.334
Tipton 4,386 1 .398 .419 105.334
Clinton 7,287 .661 .653 98.719
Boone 7,038 2 .639 .630 98.719 98.719
Montgomery 8,001 .726 .717 98.719
Benton 3,145 .285 .259 90.789
Newton 2,279 °207 .188 90.789
Jasper 2,743 1 .249 .226 90.789 90.789
White 3,971 .360 .327 90.789
Howard 6,161 .559 .553 98.876
Carroll 4,973 1 .451 .447 98.876 98.876
Cass 8,449 1.767 .752 98.069 98.069
Pulaski 2,788 .253 .248 98.069
Iiami 6,632 .602 .637 105.900
Wabash 6,926 2 .628 .666 105.900 105.900
Huntington 7,254 .658 .697 105.900
Grant 7,77& .705 .761 107.933
Blackford 2,440 1 .221 .239 107.933 107.933
Jay 5,825 .529 .550 104°090 l0.090
Adams 4,762 1 .432 .450 lo.o90
Allen 16,029 1 1.455 1.(Below) Total pop.
Allen 16,029 1.455 l.(Above) 120.859 21,148
+ .758 Each seat
1 1.758 (2)
Wells 5,119 .465 .242 52.IO8 10,574Area ratio:
1o4.218%
DeKalb 6,528 .592 .619 
14.475
Steuben 4,020 1 .365 .381 104.475 104.475
LaGrange 4,135 1.375 .404 107o659
Noble 6,101 .554 .596 107.659 107.659
Kosciusko 7,516 .682 .621 91.907
Whitley 4,581 1 .416 .379 91.907 91.907
St. Joseph 11,002 1 .998 1. 100.164 100.164
LaPorte 8,811 .800 .834 104.277 10.277
Starke 1,757 1 .159 .166 104.277
* See Denney v. State, 144 Ind. 503, 42 N.E. 929, 31 L.R.A. 726 (1896)
** See note following Appendix L-1.
Act of 1895 APPENDIX N-1 Senate P. 2
Indiana
Apportionment and Redistricting Act - 1895




J INDIANA HISTORICAL BUREAU
Total Voting Population - 551,048
Males 21 years of age or over
Ideal Senate District - 11,020
Based on State Enumeration - 1889
APPENDIX N-2
Apportioment - Indiana Acts 1895, Ch. LVI, 132
(found unconstitutional by Suprem Court of Indiana)
HOME OF REPRESNTATIVES
Eneration of 1889 - IN. DOC. JOt. (1890) Report of Auditor of State, 82
Total - 551,048
House seats - 100
Ideal House District - 5,531
County Popula- Seats Rightful Repre- Ratio of actual representation
tion in Represen- sentation to rightful representation.
Dis- tation actually Figures are percentages.
(Counties trict received Each Dis- Combined
undrlinedare in zore County trict area -
than one NOT Floterial.





district) 5,510 1 1. 1. 100.000 100.000
Posey 5,162 1 .937 1. l06.742 lO6.742
Gibson 6,089 1 1.105 I.(See below) Total pop.
Vanderb2urh 12,717 2 2.308 2.(See below) 23,072
Pike 4,266 .774 .185 23.882 Each seat
Vanderburgh 12,717 2.308 2. (Above) 110.537 (4)
1 + .552 5,768
Area ratios
Gibson 6,089 1.105 1. (Above) 11J4.373 95.527%
+ .264
Warrick 5,114 1 .928 1. 107.743 107.743
Spencer 5,551 1 1.007 1. 99.261 99.261
Knox 6,812 1 1.236 l.(See below) Total pop.
Daviess 5, 8 1  1 1.060 l.(See below) 16,984
Dubois 4,331 .786 .255 32.442 Each seat
Knox 6,812 1.236 1. (Above) 113.329 (3)
1 + Am.40 5,661
Area ratio:
Daviess 5,841 1.060 i.(Above) 126.775 97.327%
* .344
1.344
Perry 4,152 .754 o777 103.164
Crawford 3,076 2 .558 .576 103.164 103.164
Orange 3,454 .627 .647 103.164
Harrison 1,897 1 .889 1. 112.518 112.518
?loyd 7,266 1 1.319 l.(See below) Total pop.
Washington 4,321 .784 .373 47.553 11,587




Acto!;£9IX N-e Houso of J. prejentatives
^ounty ?0. Seats Rightful Actual katio
County District Area
Clark 7,304 1 1.326 l.(3ee below) Total pop.
Jefferson 6,405 1 1.162 l,(.ee oelow) 17,O16
Switzerland 3,307 .600 .194 32.381 Each seat
Jefferson 6,A05 1 1.162 i.(Above) 118A408 (3)
1.376 5,672
Clark 7,304 1.326 i.(bove) 107.819 Area ratio:
* .429 97.144%
1.429
Jennings 4,161 1 .775 .694 91.925 91.925
Scott 1,833 .333 .306 91.925
Jackson 5,553 1 1.008 1. 99.226 99.226
Ripley 4,873 1 .884 .786 88.928 88.928
Ohio 1,323 .2h0 .214 88.928
Dearborn 6,382 1 1.158 l.(See below) Total pop.
Franklin 4,691 1 .851 .424 49.761 11,073




Bartholomew 5,934 1 1.077 1. 92.855 92.855
Brown 2,332 .423 .393 92.894
Johnson 4,963 2 .901 .837 92.894 92.894
Morgan 4,568 .829 .770 92.894
Monroe 4,106 .745 .695 93.208
Lawrence 4,802 2 .872 .812 93.208 93.208
Martin 2,915 .529 A493 93.208
Greene 5,494 1 .997 1. 100.291 100.291
Sullivan 5,237 1 .950 1. 105.213 105.213
Clay 7,769 1 1.410 l.(See below) Total pop.
Owen 3,744 .679 .325 47.859 11,513
1 Each seat




Putnam 5,493 1 .997 1. 100.309 100.309
DecatuI .946 1, IO',u57 105.657
Vigo 13.317 2 2.417 ?.ASe hnI. . -.:t±pp
LEO13,3172..41 2 ...... beow Total pop.Vigo 13,317 2.417 2.(Above) 115.729 16,7081 + .797 Each seat
2.7 (3)
Vermillion 3,391 .615 .203 32.978 5,569
Area ratio:
98.935Z
Parke 5,361 1 .973 1. 102.779 102.779
Hendricks 5,937 1 1.077 1. 92.808 92.808
Act of 14
APPENDIX N-2 House of Representatives
County Pop. Seats Rightful Actual Ratio
Rep. Rep. County District Area
Marion 37,554 6 6.816 6 ,(See below) Total pop.
Shelby 6,545 1 1.188 l.(See below) 44,099
Marion 37,554 6.816 6. (Above) 100.528 Each seat
+ .852 (8)1 6.-82 5,512
Shelby 6,545 1.188 1. (Above) 96.681 Area ratio:
+:3.I18 99.957 %
1.148
Henry 6,Isho 1 1.169 l.(See below) Total pop.
Hancock 4,491 1 .815 11 50.407 10,931
Each seat




Rush 5,168 1 .938 1. 106.618 106.618
Fayette 3,512 .637 .640 100.401
Union 1,976 .359 .360 100.401
Wayne 10,070 2 1.828 2. 109.434 109.43h
Randolph 7,250 1 1.316 l.(See below) Total pop.
Dealware 7,138 1 1.295 l.(See below) 16,828
Blackford 2,AO .443 .245 32.743 Each seat
________(3)Randolph 7,250 1.316 1. (Above) 108.743 (3)
+ .4315
1 1.431 Area ratio:
Delaware 7,138 1.295 1. (Above) 109.935 98.229%
+ .424
Jay 5,825 1 1.057 1. 94.592 94.592
Madison 8,010 1 1.454 l.(See below) Total pop.
Grant 7,770 1 1.410 1.(See below) 21,941
Howard 6,161 1 1.118 1.(See below) --
Madison 8,010 1.454 1. (Above) 93.902 Each seat
+ .365 (4)
1.365 5,485
Grant 7,770 1 1.41o 1.(Above) 96.027
* .354
1.354 Area ratio:
Howard 6,161 1.118 1. (Above) 114-547 100-451%
+ .281
1.281
Hamilton 6,076 1 1.103 1.(See below) Total pop.
Tipton 4,386 1 .796 .419 52.667 10,462
Hamilton 6,076 1.103 1. (Above) 143.352 Each seat




County Pop. Seats Rightful Actual Ratio
Rep. Rep. County District Area
Clinton 7,287 1 1.322 1(See below) Total pop.
Boone 7,038 1 1.277 l.(See below) 22,326
Montgomery 8,001 1 1.452 l.(See below)
Clinton 7,287 1.322 1. (Above) 100.294 Each seat
+ .326 (4)
1.326 5,581
Boone 7,038 1 1.277 1. (Above) 102.969
+ .315 Area ratio:
1.315 98.719%
Montgomery 8,OO1 1.452 1. (Above) 93.546
* .358
1.358
Fountain 5,132 1 .931 1. 107.366 107.366
Tippecanoe 9,850 2 1.788 2. 111.878 31.878
Warren 3,041 1 552 .492 89.072 8,7
Benton 3,145 .571 .508 89.072
Newton 2,279 1 "h14 .54 109.717 109,717
Jasper 2,743 1.98 .546 109.717
Pulaski 2,788 1 .506 .412 81.521 81,521
White 3,971 .721 .588 81.521
Carroll 4,973 1 .903 1. 110.798 110.798.
Cass 8,449 1 1.533 1.(See below) Total pop.
Miami 6,632 1 1.204 1.(See below) 
22,007
Wabash 6,926 1 1.257 1.(See below) Each seat
Cass 8,A49 1.533 1. (Above) 90.252 (4)
+ .384 5,502
1.384
Miami 6,632 1 1.204 1. (Above) 108.119 Area ratio:
+ .301 10.150
1.301
Wabash 6,926 1.257 1.(Above) 104.591
+ .315
1.315
Huntington 7,254 1 1.317 1.(See below) Total pop.








Wells 5,119 1 .929 1. 107.638 107.638
Adams 4,7 6 2 1 .864 1. 115.708 15.708
Allen 16,029 3 2.909 3. 103.126 103.126
Act of 1895 APPENDIX N-2 House of Representatives
County Pop. Seats Rightful Actual Ratio
Rep. Rep. County District *Area
DeKalb 6,528 1 1.185 l.(See below) Total pop.
Steuben 4, 020 .730 .381 52.237 10,5
48
I Each seat




Noble 6,101 1 1.107 l.(See below) Total pop.
10,23
Larange 4,135 i .750 .404 53.830 Each seat




Elkhart 10,216 2 1.854 2. 107.870 107.870
Kosciusko 7,516 1 1.364 1.(See below) Total pop.
11,779
Fulton 4,263 .774 .362 46.778 Each seat




Marshall 6,150 1 1.116 1. 89.593 89°593
St. Joseph 31,002 2 1.997 2. 100.164 100.164
LaPorte 8,811 1 1.599 1.(See below) Total pop.
Starke 1,757 .319 .166 52.139 10,568
S e Each seat




Porter 4,736 1 .860 1. 16.343 116.343
Lake 5,542 1 1.006 1. 99.423 99.423
Act of 1895 APPENDIX N-2 House of Representatives
Indiana P. 6
Apportionment and Redistricting Act - 1895
Acts, 59th General Assembly, Ind., 1895, Ch. 56, sec. 3, p. 132
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APPENDIX 0-1
Apportionment - Indiana Acts 1897, Ch. LI, 65
SENATE
Enumeration of 1895 - IND. DOC. JOUR. (1896) Report of Secretary of State, 71
Total - 627,072*
Senate seats - 50
Ideal Senate District - 12,540
County Popula- Seats Rightful Repre- Ratio of actual representation
tion in Represen- sentation to rightful representation.
Dis- tation actually Figures are percentages.
(Counties trict received Each Dis- Combined
under- County trist area --
lined are NOT Floterial.
in more flo- All inter-




district) 12,540 1 1. 1. 100.000 100.000
Posey 5,928 1 .473 .448 94.806 94.806
Gibson 7,299 .582 .552 94.806
Van. 16,440 1 1.311 1. (See below) Total pop.
Van. 16,440 1.311 1. (Above) 123.206 26,721
+ .615 Each seat (2)
1 1.615 13,360
Warrick 5,536 .441 .207 46.929 Area ratio:
Pike 4,745 .378 .178 46.929 93-859%
Spencer 5,584 .445 .432 97.074
Perry 4,161 1 .332 .322 97.074 97.074
Crawford 3,173 .253 .246 97.074
Dubois 4,393 .350 .388 110.719
1 310.719
Daviess 6,933 .553 .612 110.719
Harrison 5,358 .427 .417 97.557
1 97.557
Floyd 7,496 .598 .583 97,557
Wash. 4,758 .379 .428 112.7291 112.729
Jackson 6,366 .508 .572 112.729
Clark 7,681 .613 .561 91.553 91.553
Scott 1,989 1 .159 .145 91.553
Jennings 4,o27 .321 .294 91.5
Jefferson 6,246 .498 .423 84.982
Ripley 5,328 1 .425 .361 84.982 84.982
Switz. 3,182 .254 .216 84.982
Franklin 4,610 .368 .388 105.644
Dearborn 5,974 1 .476 .503 105.644 105.644
Ohio 1,286 .102 .108 105.644
Bartholomew 6,726 1 .536 .548 102.184 102.184
Decatur 5,546 .442 .452 102.184
Greene 6,610 .527 .480 91.028
Monroe 4,866 1 .388 .353 91.028 91.028
Brown 2,300 .183 .167 91.028
Martin 3,086 .246 .253 102.998
Lawrence 5,365 1 .428 .441 102.998 102.998
Orange 3,724 .297 .306 102.998
Knox 7,455 1 594 .562 94.606 %.606
Sullivan 5,800 .463 .438 94.606
County Pop. Seats Rightful Actual Ratio
Rep Rep. County District Area
Vieo 15,957 1 1.272 1. (See below) Total pop.
Vigo 15,957 1.272 1. (Above) 127.999 25,378
+.16a Each seat (2)
1.629 12,689
Parke 5,704 1 .455 .225 49.413 Area Ratio:
Vermillion 3,717 .296 .146 49.413 98.826%
Clay 8,598 .686 .692 100.974
1 100.974
Owen 3,821 .305 .308 100.974
Putnam 5,699 .454 .403 88.616 88.616
Montgomery 8.452 .674 .597 88.616
Hendricks 5,848 .466 .441 94.4921 94.492
Boone 7,423 .592 .559 94.492
Marion 46,021 3 3.670 3. (See below) Total pop.
Marion 46,021 3.670 3. (Above) 106.319 51,030
1 + .902 Each seat (4)
3.902 12,757
Morgan 5,009 .399 .098 24.574 Area ratio:
98.295%
Johnson 5,375 .429 .432 100.7231 100.723
Shelby 7,075 • .564 .568 100,723
Madison 14,963 1 1.193 1. (See below)
Madison 14,963 1.193 1. (Above) 133.272 Total pop.
+.590O 25,351
1.590 Each Seat (2)
Hancock 4,934 1 .393 .195 49.465 12,675
Rush 5,454 .435 .215 49.465 Area Ratio:
98,931%
Henry 6,943 .554 .544 98.268
Fayette 3,831 1 .305 .300 98.268 98.268
Union 1,987 .158 .156 98,268
Wayne 10,819 1 .863 1. 115.907 i15.907
Randolph 7,604 .606 .512 84.4391 84.439
Jay 7,247 .578 .488 84,439
Delaware 11,377 1 .907 1. 110,222 110,222
Hamilton 7,282 1 .581 .601 103.4741 103.474
Tipton 4,837 .386 .399 103.474
Grant 13,752 1 1.097 1. (See below)
Grant 13,752 1.097 1. (Above) 144.474 Total Pop.
+.584 23,533
1.584 Each seat (2)
Blackford 4,094 1 .326 .174 53.287 11,766
Wells 5,687 .454 .242 53.287 Area ratio:
106.574%
Allen 18,435 1 1.470 1. (See below)
Allen 18,435 1.470 1. (Above) 121.199 Total pop.
1 + .782 23,582
1.782 Each seat (2)
Adams 5,147 .410 .218 53.176 11,791
Area ratio:
106.352%
Huntington 7,233 .577 .613 106.2981 106.298
Whitley 4,564 .364 .387 106.298
Wabash 7,352 .586 .611 104.231
1 104.231Fulton 4,.679 .373 .389 104. 23i




Pop. Seats Rightful Actual Ratio
Rep. Rep. County District Area
Miami 7,138 .569 .487 85.545
1 85.545
Howard 7,521 .600 .513 85.545
Clinton 7,585 .605 .588 97.2321 97.232
Carroll 5,312 .424 .412 97.232
Tippecanoe 10,772 1 .859 1. 116.413 116.413
Fountain 5,896 .470 .476 101.276
Warren 2,947 1 .235 .238 101.276 101.276
Benton 3,539 .282 .286 101.276
Newton 2,619 .209 .241 115.555
Jasper 3,450 1 .275 .318 115.555 115.555
W ite 4,783 .381 .441 115.555
Cass 9,356 1 .746 .744 99.714 14
Pulaski 3,220 .257 .256 99.714
Lake 8,216 .655 .616 93.9611 93.961
Porter 5,130 .409 .384 93.961
LaPorte 9,482 1 .756 .794 104.9641 104.964
Starke 2,465 .197 .206 104.964
St. Joseph 12,584 1 1,004 1. 22.650 99.650
Marshall 6,479 1 .517 .455.117 88.17
Kosciusko 7,752 .618 .545 88.117
Elkhart 11,657 1 .930 1. 107.575 107.575
LaGrange 4,281 1 .341 .386 112.922 112.922"
Noble 6,824 .544 .614 112.922
Steuben 4,598 .367 .415 113.2481 113.248
DeKalb 6,475 .516 .585 11-3.248
*The figures as given actually total 626,972.
Indiana
Apportionment and Redistricting Act - 1897
Acts, 60th Gen. Assembly Ind., 1897, Ch. 51, p. 65
SENATE
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Apportionment - Indiana Acts 1897, Ch. LI, 65
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Enumeration of 1895 - IND. DOC. JOUR. (1896) Report of Secretary of State, 71
Total - 627,072*
House seats - 100
Ideal House District - 6,270
County Popula- Seats Rightful Repre- Ratio of actual representation
tion in represen- sentation to rightful representation.
Dis- taton actually Figures are percentages.
trict received
(Counties Each Dis- Combined
under- county trict area -
lined are NOT Floterial.
in more flo- All inter-




district) 6,270 1 1. 1. 100.000 100.000
Posey 5,928 1 .945 i. i05.769 105.769
Van. 16,440 2 2.622 2. (See below) Total pop.
Gibson 7,299 1 1.164 1. (See below) 31,194
Knox 7,455 . 1189 1. (See below)
Van. 16,440 2.622 2. (Above) 96.337 Each seat (5)
+_.227 6,239
2.527
Gibson 7,299 1 1.164 1. (Above) 106.002 Area Ratio
+ .2t
1.234 100.500 %
Knox 7,455 1.189 1. (Above) 104.205
+.XM
1.239
Warrick 5,536 1 .883 1. 113.259 113.259
Spencer 5,584 1 .891 1. 112.285 112.285
Perry 4,161 1 .664 .567 85.492 85.492
Crawford 3,173 .506 .433 85.492
Harrison 5,358 1 .855 1. 117021 117,021
umy 7,496 1 1.196 1. (See below)
Clarke 7,681 1 1.225 1. (See below) Total pop.
Floyd 7,496 1.196 1. (Above) 115.097 19,935
+ _.276
1.376 Each seat (3)
Clarke 7,681 1 1.225 1. (Above) 113.082 6,645
1.385 Area ratio:
94.357%
.Wash. 4,758 .759 .239 31.452
Scott 1,989 2 .317 .331 104.222 104.222
Jennings 4,027 .642 .669 104.222
Jefferson 6,246 1 .996 1. 100.384 100.384
Ohio 1,286 1 .205 .288 140.331 140.331
Switzerland 3,182 .507 .712 140,331
Dearborn 5.,974 1 .953 1. 104.955 104.955
Ripley 5,328 1 .850 1. 117.680 117.680
Jackson 6,366 1 1015 1 98.492 98.492
Lawrence 5,365 1 .856 1. 116.869 116.869
Martin 3,086 1 .492 .453 92.070 92.070
Orange 3,724 .594 .547 92.070
Dubois 4,393 1 .701 .481 68.615 68.615
Pike 4,745 .757 .519 68.615
APPENDIX 0-2 House of Representatives



































Morgan 5,009 1 .799 1. 125.175 125.175
alai 8.598 1 1.371 1. (See below) Total pop.
Clay 8,598 1.371 1. (Above) 123.411 12,419
+ .692 Each
1 1.692 Seat (2)
6,209
Owen 3,821 .609 .308 50.487 Area Ratio:
1OO.974%
Vigo 15,957 2 2.545 2. (See below)
Total pop.
Vigo 15,957 2.545 2. (Above) 110.455 19,674
+ .811 Each
1 2.811 Seat (3)
6,558
Vermillion 3,717 .593 .189 31.869 Area ratio:
95.608%
Parke 5,704 1 .910 1. 109.923 109.923
Putnam 5,699 1 .909 1. 110.019 110.019
Hendricks 5,848 1 .933 1. 107.216 107.216
Marion 46,021 7 7.340 7. (See below) Total pop.
50,955
Hancock 4,934 1 .787 .097 12.305 Each seat (8)
Marion 46,021 7.340 7. (Above) 107.674 6,369
+.902 Area Ratio:
7.903 98.440%
Henry 6,943 1 1.107 1. 90.307 90.307
Wayne 10,819 1 1.726 1.(See below)
Wayne Lu,8±, 1.726 l.(Above) 100.753 Total pop.
1 + .738 14,650
1.738 Each seat (2)
Fayette 3,831 .611 .262 42.799 7,325
Area ratio:85 .597%
Randolph 7,604 1 1.213 1. (See below)
7,247 1 1.156 1. (See below)
Total pop.
Randolph 7,604 1.213 1. (Above) 115.553 18,945
1.401 Each seat (3)
Jay 7,247 1 1.156 1. (Above) 119.615 6,315
+-.282
1.383 Area Ratio:
Blackford 4,094 .653 .216 33,096 99.287%
Delaware 11,377 2 1.815 2. 110,222 110.222















































fL. Co,,-+- strict Area
1
Act of 1897 APPENDIX 0-2 House of Representatives P. 3
County Pop. Seats Rightful Actual Ratio
Rep. Rep. County District Area
Yontgomery 8,52 1 1.348 2. (See below)
Madison 14,963 2.386 2. (Above) 100.255 Total pop.
+-.M3 38,120
2.393
Hamilton 7,282 1.161 1. (Above) 102.551 Each seat (6)
1 +-.191 6,353
1.191 Area ratio:
Boone 7,423 1.184 1. _(Above) 100.915 98.688%
+ .I_2
1.195
Montgomery 8,452 1.348 1. (Above)
+ .222
1.222 90.632
Fountain 5,896 1 .940 1. 106.343 106.343
Tippecanoe 10,772 1 1.718 1. (See below) Total pop.
Tippecanoe 10,772 1.718 1. (Above) 103.909 13,719
+_.785 Each seat (2)
1 1.785 6,859
Warren 2,947 .470 .215 45.703 Area ratio:
91,406%
Clinton 7,585 1 1.210 1. (See below) Total pop.
Clinton 7,585 1.210 1. (Above) 133.138 12,422
+ .611
1 1.611 Each seat (2)
Tipton 4,837 .771 .389 50.475 6,211
Area ratio:
100.950%
Carroll 5,312 1 .847 1. 118.035 18.035
Grant 13,752 2 2.193 2. (See below)
Howard 7,521 1 1.200 1. (See below)
Miami 7,138 1 1.138 1. (See below)
Wabash 7,352 1 1.173 1. (See below)
Huntington 7,233 1 1.154 1. (See below)
Grant 13,752 2.193 2. (Above) 105.770 Total pop.
+ ._320
2.320 42,996
Howard 7,521 1.200 1. (Above) 97.950 Each seat (7)
+ .175
1.175
Miami 7,138 1 1.138 1. (Above) 102.423 6,142
+ .166
1.166 Area Ratio:
Wabash 7,352 1.173 1. (Above) 99.866 102.079%
+ .171
1.171
Huntington 7,233 1.154 1. (Above) 101.269
+ .168
1,168
Wells 5,687 1 .907 1. 110.251 110.251
Adams 5,147 1 .821 1. 121.819 121.819
Allen 18,435 3 2.940 3. 102.034 102.034
Kosciusko 7,752 1 1.236 1. (See below) Total pop.
Kosciusko 7,752 1.236 1. (Above) 131.791 12,316
1+.629 Each seat (2)
1.629 6,158




APPENDIX 0-2 House of Representatives
Pop. Seats Rightful Actual Ratio
Rep. Rep. County District Area
Cass 9,356 1 1.492 1. (See below)
Cass 9,356 1.492 1. (Above) 111.690 Total pop.
+ .667 14,035
1 1.667 Each seat (2)
Fulton 4,679 .746 .333 44.674 7,017
Area ratio:
89.348%
White 4,783 .763 .598 78.346
1 78.346
Pulaski 3,220 .514 .402 78.346
Benton 3,539 .564 .575 101.819
1 101.819
Newton 2,619 .418 .425 101.819
Lake 8,216 1 1.310 1. (See below) Total pop.
Lake 8,216 1.310 1. (Above) 130.060 11,666
1 +.704 Each seat (2)
1.704 5,833
Jasper 3,450 .550 .296 53.746 Area ratio:
107.492%
Porter 5,130 1 .818 1. 122.222 122.222
LaPorte 9,482 1 1.512 1. (See below) Total pop.
LaPorte 9,482 1.512 1. (Above) 118.607 11,947
1.794 Each seat (2)
Starke 2,465 .393 .206 52.482 5,973
Area ratio:
104.963%
Marshall 6,479 1 1.033 1. 96.774 96.774
St. Joseph 12,584 2 2.007 2. 99,650 99.650
Elkhart i1,657 2 1,859 2. 107,575 107.575
Noble 6,824 1 1.088 1, 91.882 91.882
DeKalb 6,475 1 1.033 1. 96.834 96.834
LaGrange 4,281 .693 .482 70.616
1. 70.616
Steuben 4,598 .733 .518 70.616
e The figures as given actually total 626,972.
Indiana
Apportionment and Redistricting Act - 1897
Acts, 60th Gen. Assembly, Ind. 1897, Ch. 51, P. 65.
HOUSE OF REPRESFUTATIVES
ST. JOSEPH EKAT LAGRANGE STUBN !
9,; 12,584 1267 4,281 " -
A PORER 9482P 24RR9




NETN SE ULASKI 118,435
I d a 3 , 2 2 0 
D i t r c 6
Based 13n State EnLmrL 
io AD1AMS
E4,783 3 ,3 ,4
BENTON15)8 13,7529
FRAKLI




Ioa MOin PopulationS-N67,0752,5 ,3 ,8
( L M e s RILE Ber faeORNoe.
455a ous Distric 6, 4 
3 , 27
3,724 4,75 1 
t t En9e a io891
APPENDIX P-1
Apportionment -- Indiana Acts 1903, Ch. CCVI, 358
(Found unconstitutional by Supreme Court of Indiana.e)
SENATE
Enumeration of 1901, IND. DOG. JOUR., (1902)
Total - 694,346
Senate Seats - 50
TA1 q + n4+; 0
Report of Sec. of State, 78
County Popula- Seats Rightful Repre- Ratio of actual representation
tion in Represen- sentation to rightful representation.
Dis- tation actually Figures are percentages.
trict received
(Counties Each Dis- Combined
under- county trict area-
lined are NOT Floterial
in more flo- All inter-




district) 13,886 1 1. 1. 100.00 100.00
e*eaaaaeeee*aeaeaaee*eeaaaeaeee*.*eaae*ee**aaee**eeeaeeeeaaeeeeeeaee*eae*eaeae*eaea**e**a**e*
St. Joseph 16,774 1 1.208 1. (See below) Total pop.
St. Joseph 16,774 1.208 1. (Above) 134.446 26,878
+1.62 Ea4 t (2)
1.6241 1. 624 Affif ;atio:
LaPorte 10,104 .728 .376 51.663 103.326%
Elkhart 13,022 1 .938 1. 106.635 106,635
LaGrange 4,242 .305 .393 128.729
Noble 6,545 .471 .607 128,729
Steuben 4,434 1 .319 .372 116.386 116.386
DeKalb 7,497 .540 .628 116,386
Kosciusko 7,852 .565 .547 96.679 96.679
Marshall 6,511 .469 .453 96,679
Whitley 4,861 .350 .368 105.1411
Hunt, 8,346 .601 ,632 605.111 105.11
Allen 20,045 1 1.4"4 1. (See below) Total pop.
Allen 20,045 1.444 1. (Above) 123.194 25,753
+_.778 Each seat (2)
1 1.778 12,876
Adams 5,708 .411 .222 53.920 Area ratio:
107.840%
Grant 17,427 1 1.255 1. (See below) Total pop.
Grant 17,427 1.255 1. (Above) 128.365 28,523
+-.611 Each seat (2)
1.611 14,261
Blackford 4,977 1 .358 .174 48.684 Area ratio:
Wells 6.119 .441 .215 48.684 97-367%
Miami 8,064 .581 .504 86.739 86.739
Howard 7,945 .572 .496 86,739
Wabash 7,717 1 .556 .619 111.454 111.454
Fulton 4,742 .341 . 381 111,454
Warren 3,437 .248 .248 100.253
Ver. 4,431 1 .319 .320 100.253 100.253
Fountain 5,983 .431 .432 100,253
Mont. 9,811 .707 .620 87.725
1 87.725
Parke 6,018 .433 .380 87.725
Delaware 14,281 1 1,028 1, 97.234 97,234
Randolph 7,713 .555 .511 92.058 92.058
Jay 7,371 .531 .489 92,058
APPENDIX P-I
Act of 1903 Senate P. 2
County Pop. Seats Rightful Actual Ratio
Rep. Rep. County District Area
Barth. 6,657 .479 .544 313.5221 113.522
Decatur 5,575 .401 .456 113,522
Vigo 18,839 1 1.357 1. (See below) Total pop.
Vigo 18,839 1.357 1. (Above) 124.001 27,611
+ .682 Each seat (2)
1.682 13,805
. Area ratio:
Clay 8,772 .632 .318 50,292 100.583%
Floyd 7,816 .563 .581 103.3031 103.303
Harrison 5,626 .405 .419 103,303
Knox 8,751 .630 .558 88.525i 88.525
Sullivan 6,935 .499 .442 88. 525
NOTE: The 22 districts above were repeated in the Act of 1905.
Those below were changed.
Lake 11,161 1 .804 1. 124.04 124.104
Cass 9,673 1 .697 .646 92.784 92.784
Carroll 5,293 .381 .354 92.784
Porter 4,876 .351 .323 91.924
Jasper 3,874 1 .279 .256 91.924 91.924
Pulaski 3,588 .258 .238 91.924
Starke 2,768 .199 .183 91.92/
Newton 3,019 .217 .253 116.269
Benton 3,696 1 .266 .309 116.269 116.269
White 5,228 .376 .438 116.269
Tippe, 11,762 .847 1. 118.058 118.058
Clinton 7,612 .548 .483 88.149
Hamilton 8,111 1 .586 .517 88.1.9 88.149
Madison 20,502 1 1.476 1. (See below) Total pop.
Madison 20,502 1.476 L. (Above) 121.862 25,652
+ .739 Each seat (2)
1 1.799 12,826
Tipton 5,150 .371 .201 54.132 Area ratio
108,264%
Hancock 5,543 .399 .433 108.366 108.366
Henry 7,271 .524 .567 108.366
Wayne 11.287 1 .813 1. 123,026 123,026
Johnson 6,311 .454 .408 89.691
Brown 2,307 1 .166 .149 89.691 89.691
Jackson 6,864 .494 .443 89.691
Rush 5,499 .396 .321 81.152
Fayette 4,199 1 .302 .245 81.152 81.152
'helby 7,413 .534 .433 81.152
Marion 58;272 4 4.196 4. (See below) Total pop.
Marion 58,272 4.196 4. (Above) 114.702 71,638
+.813 Each seat (5)
4.813 14,328
Hendricks 6,206 1 .447 .087 19.384 Area ratio:
Boone 7,160 .516 .100 19.384 96.918%
21rgan 5,583 .402 .368 91.536
Putnam 5,890 1 .424 .388 91.536 91.536
Owen 3,697 .266 .244 91.536
Franklin 4,754 .342 .268 78.385
Union 2,063 .149 .116 78.385
Dearborn 6,189 1 .446 .349 78.385 78.385
Ohio 1,339 .096 .076 78.385
Switz. 3,370 .243 .190 78.385
Jefferson 6,317 .455 .399 87.714
Jennings 3,964 1 .285 .250 87.714 87.714
Ripley 5,550 .400 .351 87.714
APPENDIX P-I Senate P. 3Act of 1903 eaep
County Pop. Seats Rightful Actual Ratio
Rep, Rep, County District Area
Wash. 4,880 .351 .323 91.833
Scott 2,037 1 .147 .135 91.833 91.833
Clark 8,204 .591 .543 91,833
Lawrence 6,509 1 .469 .557 118.877 118.877
Monroe 5,172 .372 .433 118,977
Dubois 4,764 .343 .390 113.671
Martin 3,200 1 .230 .262 113.671 113.671
Orange 4,252 .306 .348 113.671
Spencer 5,735 .413 .424 102.669
Perry 4,480 1 .323 .331 102.669 102.669
Crawford 3,310 .238 .245 102,669
Greene 6,823 .491 .485 98.636
Daviess 7.255 .522 .515 98.636 98.636
Pike 5,104 .368 .379 103.088 103.088
Gibson 8,366 .602 .621 103.088
Van. 18,240 1 1.314 1. (See below) Total pop.
Van. 18,240 1.314 1. (Above) 122.547 29,915
+ .610 Each seat (2)
1.610 14,967
Posey 6,122 1 .441 .205 46.418 Area ratio:
Warrick 5,553 .400 .186 46.418 92,836%
* See Brooks v. State, 162 Ind. 568, 70 N.E. 980 (1904)
Indiana
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APPENDIX P-2
Apportionment -- Indiana Acts 1903, Ch. CCVI, 358
(found unconstitutional by Supreme Court of Indiana)
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Enumeration of 1901, IND. DOC. JOUR., (1902) Report of Sec. of State, 78
Total - 694,346
House eats - 100
Ideal House District -- 6,943
County Popula- Seats Rightful Repre- Ratio of actual representation
tion in Represen- sentation to rightful representation
Dis- tation actually Figures are percentages.
trict received Each Dis- Combined
(Counties County trict area-
under- NOT Floterial.
lined are flo- All inter-




district) 6,943 1 1. 1. 100.00 100.00
eeeeee**eee*eeee*****ea********eeee*e*e**********e***********************
Lake 11,162 1 1.608 1. (See below) Total pop.
Lake 11,162 1.608 1. (Above) 111.162 14,181
+ .787 Each seat (2)
1 1.787 7,090
Area ratio:
Newton 3,019 .435 .213 48.960 97.920%
LaPorte 10,104 1 1.455 1. (See below) Total pop.
LaPorte 10,104 1.455 1. (Above) 115.063 14,980
1 + .674 Each seat (2)
1.674 7,490
Area ratio:
Porter 4,876 .702 .326 46.348 92.697%
Elkhart 13,022 2 1.876 2. 106.635 106.635
LaGrange 4,242 .611 .489 80.025
1 80.025
Steuben 4,434 639 .511 80,025
DeKalb 7,497 1 1,080 1 92,610 92.610
Noble 6,545 1 .943 1. 106.081 106.081
Allen 20,045 3 2.887 3. 103.911 103.911
Marshall 6,511 1 .938 1. 106.635 106.635
Kosciusko 7,852 1 1.131 1. (See below) Total pop.
Hunt. 8,346 1 1.202 1. (See below) 21,059
Whitley 4,861 .700 .231 32.969 Each seat (3)
Kosciusko 7,852 1.131 1. (Above) 121.392 7,020
1 +-3M3Area ratio:
1.373 98.908%
Hunt. 8,346 1.202 1. (Above) 116.159
+-26
1396
Benton 3,696 .532 .518 97.336
1 97.336
Warren 3,437 .495 ,482 97,336
T1Re. 11,762 1 1.694 1. (See below) Total pop.
Tiope. 11,762 1.694 1. (Above) 91.213 21,573
+.545 Each seat (3)
1 1.545 7,191
Mont. 9,811 1.413 1. (Below) 102.951 Area ratio:
+-.452 96.551%
1.455
Mont. 9,811 1 1.413 1. ( See above)
County Pop. Seats Rightful Actual Ratio
Rep. Rep. County District Area
Boone 7,160 1 1.031 1. 96.969 96.969
Hamilton 8,141 1 1.173 1. (See below) Total pop.
Hamilton 8,141 1.173 1. (above) 137.522 13,291
+ .613 Each seat (2)
1.613 6,645
1 Area ratio:
Tipton 5,150 .742 .37 52.238 104.477%
Grant 17,427 2 2.510 2. (See below) Total pop.
Grant 17,427 2.510 2. (Above) 110.671 22,404
+-,US Each seat (3)
2.778 7,468
1 Area ratio:
Blackford 4,977 .717 .222 30.990 92.970%
Delaware 14,281 2 2.057 2. 97.234 97.23/
Madison 20,502 3 2.953 3. 101.595 101.595
Wells 6,119 1 .881 1. 11 .466 113.466
Adams 5,708 1 .822 1. 121.636 121.636
Jay 7,371 1 1.062 1. 94.193 94.193
Randolph 7,713 1 1.111 1. 90.017 90.017
Henry 7,271 1 1.047 i." 95.489 95.489
Wayne 11,287 1 1.626 1. (See below) Total pop.
Wayne 11,287 1.626 1. (Above) 106.347 15,486
+.729. Each seat (2)
1.729 7,743
1 Area ratio:
Fayette 4,199 .605 .271 44.834 89.668%
Franklin 4,754 .685 .697 101.8481i101. 848
Union 2,063 .297 .303 101,848
Rush 5,499 1 .792 1. 126.259 126.259
Shelby 7,413 1 1.068 1. 93.660 93.660
Fountain 5,983 1 .862 1. 116.045 116.045
Hendricks 6,206 1 .894 1. 111.876 11.876
Putnam 5,890 1 .848 1. 117.878 117.878
Parke 6,018 1 .867 1. 115-371 115.371
VieO 18,839 2 2.713 2. (See below) Total pop.
Vigo 18,839 2.713 2. (Above) 103.546 23,270
+ .810 Each seat (3)
2.810 7,757
1 Area ratio:
Ver, 4,431 .638 .190 29.837 89.510%
Clay 8,772 1 1.263 1. (See below) Total pop.
Clay 8,772 1.263 1. (Above) 134.832 12,469
+ .02 Each seat (2)
1.703 6,234
1 Area ratio:
Owen 3,697 .532 .297 55.682 1I. 364%
4organ 5,583 1 .804 1. 124.360 124.369
Johnson 6,311 1 .909 1. 10.014 110.014
Sullivan 6,935 1 .999 1. 100.115 100.115
Greene 6,823 1 .983 1. 101.759 101.759
Ybnroe 5,172 .745 .692 92.833
1 92.833
Brown 2,307 .332 .308 92.833
Barth, 6,657 1 .959 1. 104.296 104.296
Decatur 5,575 1 .803 1. 124.538 124.538
Jefferson 6,317 1 .910 1. 109.910 109.910
Scott 2,037 .293 .339 115.697
1 115.697
Jennings 3,964 .571 .661 115.697
Jackson 6,864 1 .989 1. 101.151 101.151
Laurence 6,509 1 .937 1. 106.668 106.668
Act of 1903 APPENDIX P-2 House of Representatives P. 2
APPENDIX P-2
P. 3.Act of 1903
County Pop. Seats Rightful Actual
House of Representatives
Ratio
Rep, Rep, County District Area
Martin 3,200 .461 .429 93.1701 93.170
Orange 4,252 .612 .571 93,170
Harrison 5,626 1 .810 1. 123.409 123,409
Perry 4,480 .645 .575 89.127 89127
Crawford 3.310 .477 .425 89.127
Spencer 5,735 1 .826 1. 121,064 121,064
Posey 6,122 1 .882 1. 113,411 113,411
NOTE: The 58 districts above, with a total of 66 representatives, were repeated in
the Act of 1905, Those below were changed,
St. Joseph 16,774 2 2.416 2. (See below) Total pop.
St. Joseph 16,774 2.416 2. (Above) 118.312 19,542
+ .858 Each seat (3)
2.858 6,514
1 Area ratio:
Starke 2,768 .399 .142 35.529 106.586%
Wabash 7,717 1 1.111 1. (See below) Total pop.
Miami 8,064 1 1.161 1. (See below) 20,523
Wabash 7.717 1.111 1. (Above) 123.800 Each seat (3)
+.316 6,841
1.376 Area ratio:
Miami 8,064 1 1.161 1. (Above) 119.929 101.491%
1.393
Fulton 4,742 .683 ,231 33,830
Cass 9,673 1 1.393 1. (See below) Total pop.
Cass 9,673 1.393 1. (Above) 118.371 14,901
+-.649 Each seat (2)
1.649 7,450
1 Area ratio:
White 5,228 .753 .351 46,594 93,188%
Jasper 3,874 .558 .519 93.0451 93.045
Pulaski 3,588 .517 .481 93,045
Clinton 7,612 1 1.096 1. (See below) Total pop.
Howard 7,945 1 1.144 1. (See below) 20,850
jlinton I,6a4 ±.U96 L. (ADove) 124.511 Each seat (3)
*+.365 6,950
1.365 Area ratio:
Howard 7,945 1 1.144 1. (Above) 120.688 99.899%
+ .381
1.381
Carroll 5,293 .762 .254 33.300
Marion 58,272 8 8.393 8. (See below) Total pop.
Marion 58,272 8.393 8. (Above) 106.198 63,815
+.1912 Each seat (9)
8.913 7,091
1 Area ratio:
Hancock 5,543 .798 .087 10.880 97.919%
Dearborn 6,189 .891 .822 92.2291 92.229
Ohio 1.39 .193 .178 92,229
Ripley 5,550 .799 .622 77.836
1 77.836Switz. 3,.370 ,485 ,.378 77.836
APPENDIX P-2 House of Representatives
County Pop. Seats Rightful Actual Ratio
Rep. Rep. County District Area
lod 7,816 1 1.126 1. (See below) Total pop.
Clark 8,204 1 1.182 1. (See below) 20,900
Floyd 7,816 1.126 1. (Above) 122.051 Each seat (3)
+.27-4 6,967
1 1.374 Area ratio:
Clark 8,204 1.182 1. (Above) 117.849 99.660%
+ ._M2
1.393
Wah. 4,880 .703 .23 33.220
Kno.x 8,751 1 1.260 i. (See below) Total pop.
Daviess 7,255 1 1.045 1. (See below) 20,770
Knox 8,751 1.260 1. (Above) 112.767 Each seat (3)
+.441 6,923
1.421
Daviess 7,255 1 1.045 1. (Above) 129.128 Area ratio:
+ 2-49 o100.284%
1.349
Dubois 4,764 .686 .229 33,428
Gibson 8,366 1 1.205 1. (See below) Total pop.
Gibson 8,366 1.205 1. (Above) 134.535 13,470
+ .621 Each seat (2)
1 1.621 6,735
Pike 5,104 .735 .379 51.544 Area ratio:
103 .088%
Van. 18,240 2 2.627 2. (See below) Total pop.
Van. 18,240 2.627 2. (Above) 105.309 23,793
+.76Z Each seat (3)
1 2.767 7,931
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APPENDIX Q-1
Apportionment - Indiana Acts 1905, Ch. 67, 117
SENATE
Enumeration of 1901, IND. DOC. JOUR. (1902) Report of Secretary of State, 78
Total - 694,346
Senate Seats - 50
Ideal Senate District -- 13,886
County Popula- Seats Rightful Repre- Ratio of actual representation
tion in Represen- sentation to rightful representation.
Dis- tation actually Figures are percentages.
(Counties trict received
underlined Each Dis- Combined
are in more County trict area -
than one NOT Floterisi.





district) 13,886 1 1. 1. 100.000 100.000
NOTE: For districts identical with Act of 1903, see first 22 districts of Appendix P-l.
Those below were changed.
Posey 6,122 .4I .423 95.845
Gibson 8,366 1 .602 .577 95.845
Vanderburgh 18,240 1 1.3l4 1. (See below) Total pop.
Vanderburgh 18,240 1.314 1. (Above) 123.156 29,528
+ .618 Each seat
1 1716 (2)
14,764
Warrick 5,553 .400 .188 47.027 Area ratio:
Spencer 5,735 .1413 .194 47.027 94.053%
Daviess 7,255 .522 .587 112"355 112.355
Pike 5,104 .368 .413 112.355
Martin 3,200 .230 .229 99.463
Lawrence 6,509 1 .469 .466 99.463 99.463
Orange 4,252 .306 .305 99.463
Dubois 4,764 .343 .379 110.610
Perry 4,480 1 .323 .357 110.610 110.610
Crawford 3,310 .238 .264 110.610
Clark 8,204 .591 .578 97.754
Jennings 3,964 1 .285 .279 97.754 97.754
Scott 2,037 .147 .143 97.754
Brown 2,307 .166 .164 98.826
Jackson 6,864 1 .494 .489 98.826 98.826
Washington 4,880 .351 .347 98.826
Jefferson 6,317 .455 .415 91.133
Ripley 5,550 1 .400 .364 91.133 91.133
Switzerland 3,370 .243 .221 91.133
Franklin 4,754 .342 .387 113.060
Dearborn 6,189 1 .446 .504 113.060 113.060
Ohio 1,339 .096 .109 113.060
Greene 6,823 .491 .435 88.491
Monroe 5,172 1 .372 .330 88.491 88.491
Owen 3,697 .266 .236 88.491
Johnson 6,311 1 .454 .460 101.180 101.180
Shelby 7,413 .534 .540 101.180
SENATE (cont.)
County Popula- Seats Rightful Repre- Ratio of actual representation
tion in Represen- sentation to rightful representation.
Dis- tation actually Figures are percentages.
(Counties trict received
underlined Each Dis, Combined
are in more County trict area -
than one NOT Floterial.




Marion 58,272 4 4.196 4.(See below) Total pop.
Marion 58,272 4.196 4.(Above) 115.228 69745
+ .836 Each seat
(5)13,949
Putnam 5,890 .424 .o84 19.910 Area ratio:
Morgan 5,583 .402 .080 19.910 99.548%
Wayne 11,287 1 .813 .845 oI.0oO5 104.015
Union 2,063 .149 .155 104.O15
Fayette 4,199 .302 .276 91.110
Hancock 5,543 1 .399 .364 91.110 91.110
Rush 5,499 .396 .361 91.110
Madison 20,502 1 1.476 l.(See below) Total pop.
Madison 20,502 1.476 1.(Above) 117.728 27,773
+ .738 Each seat
1 7 (2)
Henry 7,271 .524 .262 49.998 13,886
Area ratio:
100.000%
Tipton 5,150 .371 .387 104.477
Hamilton 8,141 I .586 .613 104.477 104.477
Hendricks 6,206 .47 .464 103.890
Boone 7,160 .516 .536 103.890 103.890
Carroll 5,293 .381 .hlo 107.602
Clinton 7,612 .548 .590 107.602 107.602
Benton 3,696 1 266 .239 89.830 89830
Tippecanoe 11,762 °847 .761 89.830
Cass 9,673 .697 .729 104.713
Pulaski 3,588 1 .258 .271 104.713 104.713
White 5,228 .376 .351 93.263
Newton 3,019 .217 .203 93.263
Jasper 3,874 I .279 .260 93263 93.263Starke 2,768 .199 .186 93.263
Lake 11,162 .804 .696 86.582
Porter 4,876 .351 .304 86:582 86.582
APPENDIX Q-1Act of 1905
Indiana P. 3
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APPENDIX Q-2
Apportioment -- Indiana Acts, 1905, Ch. 67, 117
HOUSE OF REPRESEnTATIVES
Enumeration of 1901, IND. DOC. JOUR., (1902)
Total - 694,346
House seats - 100
Ideal House District - 6.943
Report of Secretary of State, 78
County Popula- Seats Rightful Represen- Ratio of actual representation
tion in Represen- tation to rightful representation.
Dis- tation actually Figures are percentages.
(Counties trict received Each Dis- Combined
underlined County trict area -
are in more NOT Floterial.





district) 6,943 1 1. 1. 100,000 100.000
NOTE: For districts identical with Act of 1903, see first 58 districts of Appendix P-l.
Those below were changed.
Vanderburgh 18,240 2 2.627 2. (See below) Total pop.
Gibson 8,366 1 1.205 1. (See below) 35,357 •
Knox 8,751 1 1.260 1. (See below) Each seat
Vanderburgh 18,240 2.627 2.(Above) 95.766 (5)
+ .516 7,071
2.516
Gibson 8,366 1 1.205 1. (Above) 102.628 Area ratio:
+ .237 98.184%
1.237
Knox 8,751 1.260 1. (Above) 98.976
+ .247
1.247
Warrick 5,553 1 .800 1. 125.032 125.032
Pike 5,104 1 .735 .517 70.359 70.359
Dubois 4,764 .686 .483 70.359
Floyd 7,816 1 1.126 1. 88.831 88.831
Clark 8,204 1 1.182 1. (See below) Total pop.
Clark 8,204 1.182 1. (Above) 137.694 13,084
1 + .627 Each seat162 (2)
1.6276,542
Washington 4,880 .703 .373 53.065 Area ratio:
106.130%
Ohio 1,339 .193 .284 147.4411 114711
Switierland 3,370 .485 .716 147.441
Ripley 5,550 1 .799 1. 125.099 125.099
Dearborn 6,189 1 .891 1. 112.183 112.183
Daviess 7,255 1 1.05 1. 95.700 95.700
Marion 58,272 8 8393 8. 95.318 95.318
Hancock 5,543 1 .798 1. 125.257 125.257
Clinton 7,612 1 1.096 1. 91.211 91.211
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES (cont.)
County Popula- Seats Rightful Repre- Ratio of actual representation
tion in Represen- sentation to rightful representation.
Dis- tation actually Figures are percentages.(counties trict received
underlined Each Dis- Combined
are in more County trict area -
than one NOT Floterial.




Jasper 3,874 .558 .426 76.280
White 5,228 .753 .574 76.280 76.280
Cass 9,673 1 1.393 l.(See below) Total pop.
Cass 9,673 1.393 1. (Above) 19.942 14,415
+ .671 Each seat
1 1.671 (2)
7,207
Fulton 4,742 .683 .329 48.165 Area ratio:
96.330%
Howard 7,945 1 1.144 l.(See below) Total pop.
Miami 8,064 1 1.161 l.(See below) 21,302
Carroll 5,293 .762 .248 32.593 Each seat
Howard 7,945 1 1.144 l.(Above) 119.981 (3)
+ .373 7,101
1.373 Area ratio:
Miami ,8,064 1.161 I.(Above) 118.692 97.780%
+ .379
1.379
Wabash 7,717 1 1.111 1. 89.970 89.970
St. Joseph 16,774 2 2.416 2. (See below) Total pop.
St. Joseph 16,774 2.416 2.(Above) 112.800 23,130
+ .725 Each seat
2.725 7,710
Starke 2,768 1 .399 .120 
30.017
Area ratio:
Pulaski 3,588 .517 .15S 30.017 90.052%
APPENDIX Q-2Act of 1905
Indiana
Apportionment and Redistricting Act - 1905
Acts 64th General Assembly, Ind. 1905, Ch. 67, P. 117
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APPENDIX R-1
Apportionment -- Indiana Acts 1915, Ch. 153, 599
SENATE
Enumeration of 1913 - IND. YEAR BOOK, 962 (1919)
Total -- 792,625
Senate Seats -- 50
Ideal Senate District -- 15,852
County Popula- Seats Rightful Repre- Ratio of actual representation
tion in Represen- sentation to rightful representation.
Dis- tation actually Figures are percentages.
trict received
(Counties Each Dis- Combined
under- county trict area--
lined are NOT Floterial.
in more flo- All inter-




5 1 1. 1. 100.000 100.000
Steuben 4,437 .280 .288 102.855
LaGrange 4,144 1 .261 .269 102.855 102.855
Noble 6,831 .431 • 4e3 102.855
Allen 27,805 1 1.754 1.(See below) Total pop.




DeKalb 7,453 .470 .211 44.960 Area ratio:
89.920%
Adams 5,353 .338 .342 101.381
Wells 6,024 1 .380 .385 101.381 101.381
Blackford 4,259 .269 .272 101.381
Jay 6,973 .440 .467 106.133
1 106.133
Randolph 7,963 .502 .533 106.133
Whitley 4,980 .314 .364 15.886
1 115.886
Huhtington 8,699 .549 .636 ll5.886
Pulaski 3,616 .228 .266 l16.696
White 4,865 1 .307 .358 ll6.696 116.696
Carroll 5,103 .322 .376 116.696
Elkhart 14,918 1 .91+1 1. 106.261 106.261
Kosciusko 8,037 .507 .512 100.955
1 100.955
WAbash 7,665 .4a4 .488 100.955
Grant 16,086 1 1.015 1. 98.545 98.545
Miami 9,051 .571 .491 86.031
1 86.031
Howard 9,375 .591 .509 86.031
Marion 84,731 5 5.345 5. (See below) Total pop.
Marion 84,731 5.345 5. (Above) 109.743 97,853
+ .866 Each seat
5.866 (6)
16,309
Hamilton 7,170 1 .452 .073 16.200 Area ratio:
Hendricks 5,952 .375 .061 16.200 97.199%
St.Joseph 23,716 1 1.496 i.(See below) Total pop.
St.Jose 23,716 1.496 i. (Above) 118.777 30,522
+ .777 Each seat
1.777 (2)
1 15,261
Marshall 6,806 .429 .223 51.936 Area ratio:
103.873Z%
County Pop. Seats Rightful Actual Ratio
Rep. Rep. County District Area
Fulton 4,974 .314 .310 98.705
1 98.705
Cass 11,086 .699 .690 98.705
LaPorte 13,671 .862 .805 93.340
1 93.340
Starke 3,312 .209 .195 93-340
Lake 36,356 2 2.293 2.(See below) Total pop.
Lake 36,356 2.293 2.(Above) 119.943 48,419
- .751 Each seat
2.751 (3)
16,140
Porter 5,335 .337 .110 32.739 Area ratio:
1 98.218%
Jasper 3,688 .233 .076 32.739
Newton 3,040 .192 .063 32.739
Clinton 8,017 .506 .533 105.483
1 105.483
Boone 7,011 .442 .467 105.483
Madison 18,201 1 1.148 1.(See below) Total pop.
Madison 18,201 1.148 1.(Above) 136.857 31,855
+ .571 Each seat
1.571 (2)
15,927
Tipton 5,023 1 .317 .158 49.763 Area ratio:
Henry 8,631 .544 .271 49.763 99.526%
Delaware 15,598 1 .984 1. 101.628 101.628
Wayne 13,730 .866 .752 86.789
1 86.789
Fayette 4.535 .286 .248 86.789
Rash 5,865 .370 .349 94.301
Hancock 5,313 1 .335 .316 94.301 94.301
Decatur 5,632 .355 .335 94.301
Shelby 7,996 .504 .516 102.377
1 102.377
Bartholomew 7,488 .472 .484 102.377
Benton 3,586 .226 .218 96.494
1 96.494
Tippecanoe 12,842 .810 .782 96.494
Vermillion 7,141 .450 .439 97.407
Fountain 6,018 1 .380 .370 97.407 97.407
Warren 3,115 .197 .191 97.407
Montgomery 8,701 .549 .599 109.121
1 109.121
Putnam 5,826 .368 .401 109.121
Vigo 24,201 1 1.527 i.(see below) Total pop.




Parke 5,777 .364 .193 52.879 Area ratio:
105.758%
Clay 8,467 .534 .462 86.576
Owen 3,769 1 .238 .206 86.576 86.576
Morgan 6,074 .383 .332 86.576
Johnson 5,661 .357 .406 113.798
Brown 1,924 1 .121 .138 113.798 113.798
Monroe 6,345 .400 .455 113.7,8
Sullivan 8,795 .555 .483 87.008
1 87.008
Greene 9,424 .594 .517 87.008
Knox 10,817 .682 .691 101.258
1 101.258
Pike 4,838 .305 .309 101.258
SenateAct of 1915 APPENDIX R-1
APPENDIX R-1
Pop. Seats Rightful Actual
Senate P. 3
Ratio
Rep. Rep. County District Area
Gibson 8,163 .515 .588 114.273
1 114.273
Posey 5,709 .360 .412 114.273
Vanderburah 27,460 1 1.732 1.(See below)- Total pop.
Vanderburgh 27,460 1.732 1. (Above) 105.642 33,084
- .830 Each seat
1.830 (2)
1 16,542
Warrick 5,624 .355 .170 47.914 Area ratio:
95.829%
Lawrence 8,013 .505 .532 105.336
Martin 2,964 1 .187 .197 105.336 105.336
Orange 4,072 .257 .271 105.336
Spencer 5,425 .342 .310 90.681
Dubois 5,246 1 .331 .300 90.681 90.681
Daviess 6,810 .430 .390 90.681
Perry 4,164 .263 .334 127.111
Crawford 3,100 1 .196 .249 127,111 127.111
Harrison 5,207 .328 .418 127.111
Franklin. 4,280 .270 .278 102.868
Ripley 5,471 .345 .355 102.868
1 102.868
Jennings 3,806 .240 .247 102.868
Union 1,853 .117 .120 102.868
Dearborn 5,889 .371 .353 95.093
Ohio 1,243 .078 .075 95.093
95.093
Switzerland 2,775 .175 .166 95.093
Jefferson 6,763 .427 .406 95.093
Jackson 6,583 .415 .418 100.744
Scott 1,910 1 .120 .121 100.744 100.744
Clark 7,242 .457 .460 100.744-.
Washington 4,619 .291 .355 121.704
1 121.704Floyd 8,406 .53 0 .645 121.704
Act of 1915
County
Indiana P.4Apportionment and Redistricting Act - 1915
Acts 69th General Assembly, Ind., 1915, Ch. 153, P. 599
SENATE
LAPORTE ELKHART LAGRANGE TUE
TR 13,671 2376 1,1 42144 437
3635 5,331 1 OL
\STARKE 86 OCUK 
23 ,5
JA F 3 312IT
NETN 3)8 PULASKI FUTN4980 2,0
3,040 ~3,616 WBS
MIAMI I HNTING
4,865 1,08 9,5 ,91 ,2 ,5
BENTON C RL
3,586 , 5,03GRN




CLAY MORGAN JONO '7,9 5,6 
53 183
SULIA 6,4 ,2 IlPLEY BR






10,817 4,072 4,61' CL
8,6 3,100 SO ,0
Total Voting Population - 792,625
Males 21 years of age or over
Ideal Senate District - 15,852
Based on State enumeration - 191
APPENDIX R-2
Apportionment - Indiana Acts 1915, Ch. 181, 656
HOUSE OF REPRESETATIVES
Enumeration of 1913 - IND. YEAR BOOK, 962 (1919)
Total - 792,625
House Seats - 100
Ideal House District - 7,926
County Popula- Seats Rightful Repre- Ratio of actual representation
tion in Represen- senlation to rightful representation.
Dis- tation actually Figures are percentages.
trict received
(Counties Each Dis- Combined
under- county trict area--
lined are NOT Floterial.
in more flo- All inter-




,strict) 7 926 1 1. 1. 100.000 100.000
Gibson 8,163 1 1.030 1. 97.096 97.096
Posey 5,709 1 .720 1. 138.833 138.833
Vanderburgh 27,460 3 3.465 3.(See below) Total pop.




Warrick 5,624 .710 .170 23.957 8,271
Area ratio:
95.829%
Perry 4,164 .525 .434 82.657
1 82.657
Spencer 5,425 .684. 1 .566 82.657
Knox 10,817 1 1.365 l.(See below) Total pop.




Pike 4,838 .610 .309 50.629 7,827
Area ratio:
101.258%
Sullivan 8,795 1 1.1110 1.(See below) Total Pop.
Greene 9,424 1 1.189 1.(See below) 21,988
Owen 3,769 .476 .171 36.047 Each seat
Greene(3)Greene 9,424 1 1.189 1. (Above) 120.151 7,3294..4297, 9
1.429 Area ratio:
Sullivan 8,795 1.110 1. (Above) 126.166 108.141%
1.400
Daviess 6,810 .859 .697 81.093
1 81.093
Martin 2,964 1 .374 
.303 81.093
Monroe 6,345 .801 .767 95.8521 95.852
Brown 1,924 .243 
.233 95.852
Dubois 5,246 .662 .563 85.061
1 85.061Or--nge 4,072 .5 14 •.437 85.061



















Crawford 3,100 .391 .402 102.682
Floyd 8,406 1 1.061 i.(See below) Total Pop.
Floyd 8,406 1.061 i.(Above) 152.514 13,613
+ .617 Each seat
1.617 (2)
1 6,806
Harrison 5,207 .657 .383 58.224 Area ratio:
116.448%
Clark 7,242 1 .914 1. 109.445 109.455
Jackson 6,583 1 .831 1. 120.401 120.401
Scott 1,910 .241 .220 91.387
1 91.387
Jeffrson 6,763 .853 .780 91.387
Bartholomew 7,488 1 .945 1. 105.849 105.849
Decatur 5,632 ,711 .597 83.980
1 83.980
Jennings 3,806 .480 .403 83.980
Ripley 5,471 .690 .663 96.119
1 96.119
Switzerland 2,775 .350 .337 96.119
Dearborn 5,889 .743 .826 111.133
1 Ill. 133
Ohio 1,243 .157 .174 111.133
Marion 84,731 10 10.690 10.000 93.543 93-543
Hancock 5,313 1 .670 1. 149.181 149.181
Franklin 4,280 .540 .486 89.915
1 89.915
Fayette 4,535 .572 .514 89.915
Shelby 7,996 1 1.009 1. 99.125 99.125
Henry 89631 1 1.089 1. 91.832 91.832
Rush 5,865 1 .740 1. 135.141 135.141
Wayne 13,730 1.732 1.(See below) Total Pop.
Wayne 13,730 1.732 1.(Above) 108.591 15,583
+ .881 Each seat
1.881 (2)
1 7,791
Union 1,853 .234 .119 50.863 Area ratio:
101.726%
Johnson 5,661 1 .714 1. 140.011 140.011
Clay 8,467 1 1.068 1. 93.610 93.610
Vigo 249201 3 3.053 3. 98.252 98.252
Montgomery 89701 1 1.098 1. 91.093 91.093
Morgan 6,074 1 .766 1. 130.491 130.491
Hendricks 5,952 1 .751 1. 133.165 133.165
Vermillion 7,141 1 .901 1. 110.993 110.993
Delaware 15,598 2 1.968 2. 101.628 101.628
Randolph 7,963 1 1.005 1. 99.535 99.535
Jay 6,973 1 .880 1. 113.667 113.667
Adams 5,353 1 .675 1. 148.066 148.066
Wells 6,024 .760 .586 77.079
1 77.079
Blackford 4,259 .537 •414 77.079
Tippecanoe 12,842 1 1.620 l.(See below) Total Pop.
Tippecanoe 12,842 1.620 1. (Above) 111.390 15,957
+ .805 Each seat
1.805 (2)
1 7,978
Warren 3,115 .393 .195 49.671 Area ratio:





APPENDIX R-2 House of Representatives
Pop. Seats Rightful Actual Ratio District Area
Rep. Rep. County
C1inton 8,017 1 1.011 1. 98.865 98.865
Hamilton 7.170 1 .905 1. 110. 54 110.54
Madison 18,201 2 2.296 2.(See below) Total pop.
Madison 18,201 2.296 2. (Above) 121.222 23,224
+ .78 Each seat
2.784 (3)
1 7,741
Tipton 5,023 .634 .216 34.128 Area ratio:
102..385%
Roward 9,375 1 1.183 1. 84.544 84.54
Allen 27,805 3 3.508 3.(See below) Total pop.




Whitley 4,980 .628 .152 24.176 Area ratio:
96.703
Noble' 6,831 1 .862 1. 116.030 116.030
DeKalb 7,453 1 .940 1. 106.346 106.346
LaGrange 4,144 .523 .483 92.367
1 92.367
Steuben 4,437 .560 .517 92.367
Grant .16.086 2 2.030 2. 98.545 98.545
Huntington 8,699 1 1.098 1. 91.114 91.114
Wabash 7,665 1 .967 1. 103.405 103405
Miami 9,051 1 1.142 1.(See below) Total pop.




Fulton 4,974 .628 .355 56.513 Area ratio:
1,13.027%
Cass 11,086 1 1.399 l.(See below) Total pop.




Carroll 5,103 .644 .315 48.959 Area ratio:
97.918%
Kosciusko 8,037 1 1.014 1. 98.619 98.619
Elkbart 14,918 2 1.882 2. 106.261 106.261
St. Joseph 23,716 3 2.992 3. 100.261 100.261
LaPorte 13,671 1 1.725 1.(See below) Total pop.
LaPorte 13,671 1.725 1. (Above) 104.647 16,983
+ .805 Each seat (2)
1.805 8,491
1 Area ratio:
Strp .18 .5 Z.6.670 93.340%
Lake 360356 4 4.587 4.(See below) Total pop.
Lake 36,356 4.587 4.(Above) 106.215 41,691
+ .872 Each seat
4.872 (5)
1 8,338
Porter 5,335 .673 .128 19.011 Area ratio:
95 .056
Pulaski 3,616 .456 .426 93.456
1 93.456
White 4,865 .614 .574 93-456
Marshall 6,806 1 .859 1. 116.456 16.456
Jasper 3,688 .465 .358 76.847
Newton 3,040 1 .384 .295 76.847 76.847































Apportionment and Redistricting Act - 1915
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APPENDIX S-la
Apportionment - Indiana Acts 1921, Ch. 271, 843
SENATE
Enumeration of 1919 - IND. YEAR BOOK, 962 (1919)
Total - 808,391
Senate Seats - 50
Ideal Senate District - 16,168
County Popula- Seats Rightful Repre- Ratio of actual representation
tion in Represen- sentation to rightful representation.
Dis- tation actually Figures are percentages.
(Counties trict received Each Dis- Combined
under- County trict area -
lined are NOT Floterial.
in more flo- All inter-




district) 16,168 1 1. 1. 100.000 100.000
DeKalb 7,367 .456 .488 107.059
Steuben 3.984 1 .246 .264 107.059 107.059
LaGrange 3,751 .232 .248 107.059
Elkhart 15,897 1 .983 1. 101.705 101.705
St. 122eph 26,132 1 1.616 1. (See below) Total Pop.
St. Joseph 26,132 1.616 1. (Above) 111.512 32,569
+.802 Each seat (2)1.802 16,284
Marshall 6,437 .398 .198 49.642 Area ratio:
99.285%
LaPorte 13,709 .848 .826 97.368
Starke 2,896 .179 .177 973368
Lake 46,615 3 2.883 3. 104,052 104,052
Porter 5,741 .355 .360 101.348
Jasper 3,862 1 .239 .242 101.348 103.348
Newton 2,938 .182 .184 101.348
Pulaski 3,412 .211 .214 101.348
White 4,820 .298 .271 90.939
Carroll 4,956 1 .307 .279 90.939 90.939
Clinton 8,003 .495 .450 90.939
Cass 1,285 .698 .698 99.944
Fulton 4,892 .303 .302 99.944 99.944
Kosciusko 7,074 .438 .476 108.8971 108.897
Wabash 7,773 .4.81 .524 108,897
Whitley 4,815 .298 .362 121.7101 121.710
Hunt, 8,469 ,524 .638 121.710
Allen 27,905 1.726 1. (See below) Total pop.
Allen 27,905 1.726 1. (Above) 104.788 34,511
1 .80 Each seat (2)
1.809 17,255
Noble 6,606 .409 .191 46,849 Area ratio:
93. 698%
Adams 4,970 .307 .340 110.513
Wells 5,993 1 .365 .403 l10.513 110.513
Blackford 3,757 .232 .257 110.513
Grant 14,417 1 .892 1. 112.145 112.145
Miami 8,306 .514 .408 79.497
Howard 12,032 .744 .592 79.497
Act of 1921 APPENDIX S-la Senate P. 2
Enumeration of 1919
County Pop. Seats Rightful Actual Ratio
Rep. Rep, County District Area
Jay 6,674 
.413 .467 113.158
Randolph 7,614 .471 .533 113.158
Delaware 16,243 1 1.005 1. 99,538 99.538
Madison 19,778 1 1.223 1. (See below) Total pop.
Madison 19;778 1.223 1. (Above) 128.031 34,932
+ .566 Each seat (2)
1.566 17,466
Henry 9,582 1 .593 .274 46.284 Area ratio:
Hancock 5,572 .345 .16o 46.284 92.568%
Tipton 4,493 .278 .258 92.909
Hamilton 5,853 1 .362 .336 92.909 92.909
Boone 7,056 .436 .405 92 .909
Benton 3,591 .222 .231 104.2021 104.202
Tippecanoe 11,925 .738 .769 104.202
Warren 2,991 .185 .193 104.135
Fountain 5,641 1 .349 .363 104.135 104.135
Vermillion 6,894 .426 .4" 104.135
Montgomery 8,741 .541 .593 109.7251 109.725
Putnam 5,994 .371 .407 109.725
Hendricks 5,719 .354 .372 105.124
Morgan 6,013 1 .372 .391 105.124 105.124
Owen 3648 .226 .237 105.124
Marion 93,875 5 5.806 5. (See below) Total pop.
Marion 93,875 5 806 5. (Above) 102.244 100,244
1 +_.96 Each seat (6)
5.936 16,707
Johnson 6,369 .394 .064 16.129 Area ratio:
96.772%
Shelby 7,501 .464 .425 91.713
Rush 5,370 1 .332 .305 91.713 91.713
Fayette 4,758 .294 .270 91
,
713
Wayne 13.334 1 .825 1. 121.254 121.254
Union 1,899 .117 .102 87.220
Franklin 4,365 .270 .235 87.2201 87.220
Decatur 5,501 .340 .297 87.220
Bartholomew 6,772 .419 .365 87.220
Brown 1,696 .105 .095 90.476
Monroe 6,217 1 .385 .348 90.476 90.476
Greene 9,957 .616 .557 90o476
Viao 28,127 1 1.740 1. (See below) Total pop.
Sullivan 8,656 .535 .235 43.955 36 7831 Each seat (2)
Vigo 28,127 1.740 1. (Above) 101.437 18,391
+.765 Area ratio:
1,765 87.910%
Clay 8,297 1 .513 .610 118.847
Parke 5T307 .328 .390 -18,847
Knox 10,907 .675 .621 92.026
1 92.026
Daviess 6,662 .412 .379 92.026
Lawrence 7,355 .455 .477 104.763
Martin 2,844 1 .176 .184 104.763 104.763
Orange 5,234 .324 .339 104763
Harrison 4,922 .304 .300 98.621
Floyd 8,511 1 .526 .519 98.621 98.621
Crawford 2,961 .183 .181 98.621
Ripley 5,548 .343 .352 102.504
Dearborn 6,314 1 .391 .400 102.504 102.504
Jennings ,3.911 .242 .248 102.504
Act of 1921 APPENDIX S-la Senate P. 3
Enumeration of 1919
County Pop. Seats Rightful Actual Ratio
Rep. Rep. County District Area
Ohio 1,305 .081 .075 93.435
Switzerland 2,595 .160 .150 93.435 93435
Jefferson 5,540 .343 .320 93.435
Clark 7,864 .486 .454 93.435
Scott 1,918 .119 .148 124.917
Jackson 6,439 1 .398 .497 124.917 124.917
Washington 4,586 .284 .354 124.917
Dubois 5,151 .319 .358 112.387
Perry 4,048 1 .251 .281 112.387 112.387
Spencer 5,187 ,321 .361 112.387
Gibson 8,325 .515 .622 120.8821 120.882
Pike 5,050 .312 .378 120.882
Vanderburgh 24,717 1 1.529 1. (See below) Total pop.
Vanderburgh 24,717 1.529 1. (Above) 112.321 34,467
+.7-1 Each seat (2)
1.717 17,233
Posey 4,084 1 .253 .118 46.909 Area ratio:
Warrick 5,666 -350 .164 46,909 93.817 %
Indiana P. 4.
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APPENDIX S-2a
Apportionment -- Indiana Acts 1921, Ch. 78, 174
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Enumeration of 1919 - IND. YEAR BOOK, 962 (1919)
Total -- 808,391
House Seats -- 100
Ideal House District -- 8,084
County Popula- Seats Rightful Repre- Ratio of actual representation
tion in Represen- sentation to rightful representation.
Dis- Iation actually Figures are percentages.
trict received Each Dis- Combined
(Counties county trict area-
under- NOT Floterial.
lined are flo- All inter-




district) 8,084 1 1. 1. 100.00 100.00
e*eee**e*eeeeeee*eeeee*eee*ees***e****e**eee************eeee*eee*e*eee,*****
Lake 46,615 5 5.766 5. (See below) Total pop.
Lake 46,615 5.766 5. (Above) 102.150 52,356
+ .890 Each seat (6)
1 5.890 8,726
Porter 5,741 .710 .110 15.440 Area ratio:
92.643%
LaPorte 13,709 1 1.696 1. (See below) Total pop.
LaPorte 13,709 1.696 1. (Above) 107.653 16,605
-' .826 Each seat (2)
1 1.826 8,302
Starke 2,896 .358 .174 48.684 Area ratio:
97.368%
St. Joseph 26,132 3 3.233 3. 92.806 92.806
Marshall 6,437 1 .796 1. 125.586 125.586
Elkhart 15,897 2 1.966 2. 101.705 101.705
Kosciusko 7,074 1 .875 1. 114.278 114.278
La Grange 3,751 .464 .485 104.512 104.512
Steuben 3,984 .493 .515 104.512
Noble 6,606 1 .817 1. 122.374 122.374
DeKalb 7,367 1 .911 1. 109.733 109.733
Allen 27,905 3 3.452 3. (See below) Total pop.
Allen 27,905 3.452 3. (Above) 111.616 32,720
+ .85 Each seat (4)
1 3.853 8,180
Whitley 4,815 .596 .147 24.707 Area ratio:
98,826%
Fulton 4,892 .605 .589 97.3511 97.351
Pulaski 3,412 .422 .411 97- 351
Jasper 3,862 .478 .568 118.8821 118.882
Newton 2,938 .363 .432 118.882
Benton 3,591 .444 .427 96.1121 96.112
White 4,820 .596 .573 96.112
Cass 11,285 1 1.396 1. (See below) Total pop.
Cass 11,285 1.396 1. (Above) 121.410 16,241
+.625 Each seat (2)
1 1.695 8,120
Carroll 4,956 .613 .305 49.775 Area ratio:
99.,551
Miami 8,306 1 1.027 1. 97.327 97,327
Act of 1921 APPENDIX S-2a House of Representatives P. 2
Enumerati6n of 1919
County Pop. Seats Rightful Actual Ratio
Rep. Rep, County District Area
Wabash 7,773 1 .962 1. 104.001 104.001
Huntington 8,469 1 1.048 1. 95.454 95.454
Adams 4,970 1 .615 .457 74.349 74.349
Wels 5,903 .730 .543 74.349
Jay" 6,674 1 .826 1. 121,127 121.127
Grant 14,417 1 1.783 1. (See below) Total pop.
Grant 14,417 1.783 1. (Above) 100.554 18,174
1 +.2 Each seat (2)
1.793 9,087
Blackford 3,757 .465 .207 44.481 Area ratio:
88.962%
Howard 12,032 1 1.488 1. (See below) Total pop.
Howard 12,032 1.488 1. (Above) 116.107 16,525
+_.728 Each seat (2)
1 1.728 8,262
Tipton 4,493 .556 .272 48.920 Area ratio:
97,840%
Clinton 8,003 1 .990 1. 101.012 101.012
Tippecanoe 11,925 1 1.475 1. (See below) Total pop.
Tippecanoe 11,925 1.475 1. (Above) 121.987 14,916
+-.M9 Each seat (2)
1 1.799 7,458
Warren 2,991 .370 .201 54.197 Area ratio:
108.394%
Fountain 5,641 1 .698 1. 143.308 143 308
Montgomery 8,74.1 1 1,081 1. 92.484 92.484
Hoone 7,056 1 .873 1. 114.-569 114. 569
Hamilton 5,853 1 .724 1. 138,117 138.117
Madison 19,778 2 2.447 2. (See below) Total pop.
Madison 19,778 2.477 2. (Above) 113.637 25,350
+ .780 Each seat (3)
1 2.780 8,450
Hancock 5,572 .689 .220 31.890 Area ratio:
95.669%
Delaware 16,243 2 2.009 2. 99.538 99'538
Randolph 7,614 1 .942 1. 106,173 106.173
Wayne 13,334 1 1.649 1. (See below) Total pop.
Wayne 13,334 1.649 1. (Above) 113.696 15,233
+-.85 Each seat (2)
1 1.875 7,616
Union 1,899 .235 .125 53.069 Area ratio:
106.138%
Henry 9,582 1 1.185 1. (See below) Totpl pop.
Henry 9,582 1.185 1. (Above) 138.433 14,952
+_.641 Each seat (2)
1 1.641 7,476
Rush 5,370 .664 .359 54.066 Area ratio:
108.133%
Fayette 4,758 1 .589 .522 88.611 88.611
Franklin 4,365 .540 .478 88.611
Shelby 7,501 1 .928 1. 107.772 107.772
Marion 93,875 11 11.612 31. (See below)
Marion 93,875 11.612 11. (Above) 102.790 Total pop.
1 + -936 100,244
1-1.936 Each seat (12)
Johnson 6,369 .788 .064 8.064 8,354
Area ratio:
96.772%
Hendricks 5,719 1 .707 1. 14.1.353 141.353
Morgan 6,013 1 .744 1. 134.442 134.442
Putnam 5,994 .741 .622 83.842 83.842
Owen 3,648 .451 .378 83,842
Act of 1921 APPENDIX S-2a House of Representatives P. 3
Enumeration of 1919
County Pop. Seats Rightful Actual Ratio
Rep. Rep. County District Area
Vermillion 6,894 1 .853 1. 117.261 117.261
Vigo 28,127 3 3.479 3. 86.223 86.223
Parke 5,307 1 .656 1. 152.327 152.327
Clay 8,297 1 1.026 1. 97.433 97.433
Sullivan 8,656 1 1.071 1. 93.392 93.392
Greene 9,957 1 1.232 1. 81.189 81.189
Monroe 6,217 1 .769 1. 130.031 130.031
Bartholomew 6,772 1 .838 1. 119.374 119.374
Decatur 5,501 .680 .584 85.8901 85.890
Jennings 3,911 .484 .416 85.890
Dearborn 6,314 .781 .829 106.103 106.103
Ohio 1,305 .161 .171 106.103
Ripley 5,548 .686 .681 99.2751 99.275
Switzerland 2,595 .321 .319 99.275
Jefferson 5,540 .685 .743 108.3941 108.394
Scott -.I918 .237 .257 108. 394
Clark 7,864 1 .973 1. 102.798 102.798
Floyd 8,511 1 1.053 1. 94.983 94.983
Lawrence 7,355 1 .910 1. 109.912 109.912
Jackson 6,439 1 797 .792 99.373 99.373
Brown 1,696 .210 .208 99,373
Washington 4,586 .567 .467 82.322 82.322
Orange 5,234 .647 .533 82.322
Crawford 2,961 1 .366 .376 102.5501 102. 550
Harrison 4,922 .609 .624 102. 550
Martin 2,84 1 .352 .356 101.1131 101.113
DuBois 5,151 .637 .64 101.113
Perry 4,048 .501 .438 87.5371 87.537
Spencer 5,187 .642 .562 87.537
Daviess 6,662 1 .824 1. 121.345 121.345
Knox 10,907 1 1.349 1. (See below)
Knox 10,907 1.349 1. (Above) 124.779 Total pop.
+ .684 15,957
1 1.684 Each seat (2)
Pike 5,050 .625 .316 50.661 7,978
Area ratio:
101.,322%
Gibson 8,325 1 1.030 1. 97.105 97.105
Vanderburgh 24,717 3 3.058 3. (See below) Total pop.
Vanderburgh 24,717 3.058 3. (Above) 121.573 34,467
+ .717 Each seat (4)
3.717 8,617
Posey 4,084 1 .505 .118 23.454 Area ratio:
Warrick 5,666 .701 .164 23.454 93.817%
Indiana
Apportionment and Redistricting Act - 1921
Acts 72nd General Assembly, Ind., 1921, oh. 78, p. 174
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APPENDIX S-lb
Apportionment -- Indiana Acts 1921, Ch. 271, 843
(Found unconstitutional, as applying to current population
figures, by Three-Judge Federal District Court*)
SENATE
United States Census of 1960
Total - 2,777,924
Senate Seats - 50
Ideal Senate District -- 55,558
County Popula- Seats Rightful Repre Ratio of actual representation
tion in Represen- sentation to rightful representation.
Dis- tation. actually Figures are percentages.
trict received
Each Dis- Combined
(Counties county trict area-
under- NOT Floterial.
lined are flo- All inter-




district) 55,558 1 1. 1. 100,000 100,000
~**ee******ee******e*eeee*eeeeee*eeaeeeeeeeee**ee*e*eaeee**********e**e**
DeKalb 16,784 .302 .456 150.928
Steuben 10,592 1 .191 .288 150.928 150.928
LaGrange 9,435 .170 .256 150,928
Elkhart 62,650 1 1,128 1. 88.680 88,680
St, Joseph 141,959 1 2.555 1. (See below) Total pop.
St. Joseph 141,959 2.555 1. (Above) 73.636 161,041
+_.882 Each seat (2)
1 1.882 80,521
Marshall 19,082 .343 .118 34.499 Area ratio:
68.999%
LaPorte 58,407 1.051 .851 80.923 80.923
Starke 10,248 .184 .149 80.923
Lake 293,316 3 5,279 3. 56.824 56.824
Porter 33,694 .606 .578 95.261
Jasper 10,394 .187 .178 95.261 95.261
Newton 6,784 .122 .116 95.261
Pulaski 7,450 .134 .128 95. 261
White 11,844 .213 .288 135.240
Carroll 10,272 1 .185 .250 135.240 135.240
Clinton 18,965 .341 .462 135.240
Cass 26,077 .469 .713 151.802
Fulton 10,522 .189 .287 151.802
Kosciusko 24,195 .435 .556 127.7721 127.772
Wabash 19,287 .347 .444 127,772
Whitley 12,355 1 .222 .375 168.511 168.511
Hunt. 20,615 .371 .625 168.511
Allen 136,967 1 2.465 1. (See below) Total pop.
Allen 136,967 2.465 1. (Above) 76.716 153,673
1 1.891 E hgat (2)
Noble 16,706 .301 .109 36.153 72.-307%
Adams 14,066 .253 .394 155.638
Wells 12,698 1 .229 .356 155.638 155.638
Blackford 8,933 .161 .250 155,638
Grant, 44,924 1 .809 1. 123,671 123,671
Miami 22,524 1 .405 .357 88.120 88.120
Howard 40,52/+ .729 .643 88,120
Jay 13,960 .251 .443 176.397
Pandolph 17,536 .316 .557 176.397 176.397
Act of 1921 as used
with census figures of 1960
APPENDIX S-lb Senate
County Pop. Seats Rightful Actual Ratio
Rep. Rep. County District Area
Delaware 64,929 1 1.169 1. 85,567 85.567
Madison 75,966 1 1.367 1. (See below) Total pop.
Madison 75,966 1.367 1. (Above) 119.043 121,021
+-.628 Each seat (2)
1 1.628 60,510
Henry 29,1480 .531 .244 45.908 91.815%
Hancock 15,575 .280 .129 45.908
Tipton 9,470 .170 .191 111.789
Hamilton 23,547 1 .424 .474 111.789 111.789
Boone 16,682 .300 .336 11,789
Benton 6,824 1 .123 .217 95.349 95.349
Tippe, 51,44" .926 .883 95.349
Warren 5,068 .091 .180 197.469
Fountain 21,580 1 .208 .412 197.469 197.469
Ver, 1,487 .207 .408 197.469
Mont. 19,759 .356 .574 161.290
Putnam 14,687 .264 .426 161.290 161.29
Hendricks 23,304 .419 .469 111.874
Morgan 19,116 1 .344 .385 111.874 111.874
Owen 7,241 .130 1, 11.874
Marion 424,090 5 7.633 5. (See below) Total pop.
Marion 424,090 7.633 5. (Above) 77.873 449,149
+.9 Each seat (6)
1 5.9/h 74,858
Johnson 25,059 .451 .056 12.370 Area ratio:
74.218%
Shelby 20,401 .367 .434 118.279
Rush 12,071 1 .217 .257 118.279 118.279
Fayette 14,500 .261 .309 118,279
Wayne 45.523 1 .819 1. 122,044 122,0/h
Union 3,801 .068 .072 104.894
Franklin 9,375 1 .169 .177 104.894 104.894
Decatur 21,940 .215 .225 104.894
Barth. 27,850 .501 .526 104.894
Brown 3,994 .072 .072 100.186
Monroe 34,316 1 .618 .619 100.186 100.186
Greene 17,145 .309 30 100,186
iko 68,157 1 1.227 1. (See below) Total pop.
Vigo 68,157 1.227 1. (Above) 149.090 82,218
+ .822 Each seat (2)
1 1.829 41,109
Sullivan 14,061 .23 171 67.574 135.148%
Clay 15,679 .282 .625 221.620
Parke 9,390 .169 .375 221.620 221.620
Knox 25,889 1 .466 .620 132.971 132.971
Daviess 25,893 .286 .380 132.971
Lawrence 22,232 .400 .575 143.769
Martin 5,903 1 .106 .153 143.769 143.769
Orange 10,509 .189 272 143,769
Harrison 1,279 .203 .240 118.193
Floyd 30,503 1 .549 .649 218.193 118.193
Crawford 5,224 .094 1211 118,193
Ripley 12,355 .222 .315 141.574
Dearborn 16,928 1 .305 .431 141.574 141.574
Jennings 9,960 .179 .254 141.574
Ohio 2,552 .046 .044 96.680
Switz. 4,433 1 .080 .077 96.680 96.680
Jefferson 14,824 .267 .258 96.680
Clark 35,657 .642 .620 96,680
Act of 1921 as used
with census figures of 1960
APPENDIX S-lb Senate
County Pop. Seats Rightful Actual Ratio
Rep, Rep. County District Area
Scott 8,165 .147 .220 150.019
Jackson 18,291 1 .329 .494 150.019 150.019
Wash. 10,578 .190 .286 150,019
Dubois 15,421 .278 .440 158.642
Perry 9,914 1 .178 .283 158.642 158.642
Spencer 9,686 .174 .277 158.642
Gibson 18,738 .337 .692 205.307
1 205.307
Pike 8,323 .150 .308 205.307
Van. 101,805 1 1.832 1. (See below) Total pop.
Van. 101,805 1.832 1. (Above) 98.185 127,391
+.79 Each seat (2)
1.799 63,695
Posey 11,666 1 .210 .092 43.612 Area ratio:
Warrick 13,920 .251 .109 43,612 87.224%
* Repealed, Ind. Acts 1963, Ch. 431, printed with Ind. Acts 1965, Preface,4. The 1963
Act was vetoed by the Governor, March 15, 1963; the veto was invalidated by an Indiana
Supreme Court decision subsequent to the decision of the Three-Judge Federal District
Court. See Stout v. Hendricks, 228 F. Supp. 568 (S.D. Ind. 1964).
Indiana
Apportionment and 4edistricting Act - 1921
Acts 72nd General Assembly, Ind. 1921, Oh. 271, p. 843











OrAPRT . r, ELKT AGRANGE STEUBEN
5,407.;- " 141,959 6260 9,435 10,592
,694 DEKALB
1,355 16,784
1 , 2 0 2 29, 52 GK R
STARKE R 49
CANOE 8 W0,52TFOR






10,509 10,8 6 682C
a I A EXSl
IKE S 1 45,523
9,4 4
BURGH07 13,920E ENCE
w2 CLAY KNOXR AN G-- ---059 222 '9 HNGO 3 L' 108 1450 S3, SIZELN
19 6- iRA5FFRANKLIN
15567,WE 2ECTR ,7
SBR Total VotingPoplation - 2,777,924
Persons 21 years of age or over
Ideal Senate District - ,558
Based on 1960 United States census.
APPENDIX S-2b
Apportionment - Indiana Acts 1921, Ch. 78, 174
(Found unconstitutional, as applying to current
population figures, by Three-Judge United States
District Court*)
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
United States Census of 1960
Total - 2,777,924
House Seats - 100
Ideal House District - 27,779
County Popula- Seats Rightful Repre- Ratio of actual representation
tion in Represen- sentation to rightful representation
Dis- tation actually Figures are percentages.
trict received
(Counties Each Dis- Combined
under- county trict area-
lined are NOT Floterial.
in more flo- All inter-




district) 27,779 1 1. 1. 100.00 100.00
*******esaa****e*****e*aea********a********eeaeea*******eeee******a**********
Lake 293,316 5 10.559 5. (See below) Total pop.
Lake 293,316 10.559 5. (Above) 55.848 327,010
+_.89 Each seat (6)
1 5.897 54,502
Porter 33,694 1.213 .103 8.495 Area ratio:
50.969%
LaPorte 58,407 1 2.103 1. (See below) Total pop.
LaPorte 58,407 2.103 1. (Above) 88.023 68,655
+ .851 Each seat (2)
1 1.851 34,327
Starke 10,248 .369 .119 40.462 80.923%
St. Joseph 141,959 3 5.110 3. 58.705 58.705
Marshall 19,082 1 .687 1. 145.577 145.577
Elkhart 62,650 2 2.255 2. 88.680 88.680
Kosciusko 24,195 1 .871 1. 114.813 114.813
LaGrange 9,435 .340 .471 138.708
Steuben 10,592 .381 .529 138.708
Noble 16,706 1 .601 1. 166,282 166.282
DeKalb 16,784 1 .604 1. 165.509 165.509
Allen 136,967 3 4.931 3. (See below) Total pop.
Allen 136,967 4.931 3. (Above) 79.448 149,322
1 + .917 Each seat (4)
3.917 37,330
Whitley 12,355 .445 .083 18.603 Area ratio:
74,14%
Fulton 10,522 .379 .585 154.568
Pulaski 7,450 .268 .415 154.568
Jasper 10,394 1.374 .605 161.7131 161.713
Newton 6,784 .244 .395 161.713
Benton 6,824 .246 .366 148.805
White 11,84 1 .426 .634 148.805 148.5
Cass 26,077 1 .939 1. (See below) Total pop.
Cass 26,077 .939 1. (Above) 182.950 36,349
+ .717 Each seat (2)
1 1.717 18,174
Carroll 10,272 .370 .283 76.421 Area ratio:
152.846%
APPENDIX S-2b
Act of 1921 as used in election of 1962 House of Representatives P. 2
County Pop. Seats Rightful Actual Ratio
Rep, Rep. County District Area
Miami 22,524 1 .811 1. 123.331 123.331
Wabash 19,287 1 .694 1. 144.030 144.030
Hunt, 20,615 1 .742 1. 134.751 134.751
Adams 14,066 1 .506 .526 103.792
Wells 12,698 .457 .474 103.792 103.792
Jay 13,960 1 .503 1. 198,990 198.990
Grant 44,924 1 1.617 1. (See below) Total pop.
Grant 44,924 1.617 1. (Above) 113.415 53,857
.834 Each Seat (2)
1 1.834 26,928
Blackford 8,933 .322 .166 51.579 Area ratio:
103.158%
Howard 40,524 1 1.459 1. (See below) Total pop.
Howard 40,524 1.459 1. (Above) 124.115 49,994
+_.811 Each seat (2)
1 1.811 24,997
Tipton 9,470 .341 .189 55.565 Area ratio:
111.129%
Clinton 18,965 1 .683 1, 146.475 146,475
Tipe. 51,414 1 1.852 1. (See below) Total pop.
Tippe. 51,444 1;852 1. (Above) 103.155 56,512
+-.910 Each seat (2)
1 1.910 28,256
Warren 5,068 .182 .090 49.156 Area ratio:
98.312%
Fountain 11,580 1 .417 1, 239,888 239.888
Montgomery 19,759 1 .711 1, 140,589 140,589
Boone 16,682 1 .601 1. 166.521 166,521
Hamilton 23,547 1 .848 1 117.973 117.973
Madison 75,966 2 2.735 2. (See below) Total pop.
Madison 75,966 2.735 2. (Above) 103.481 91,541
+_.830 Each seat (3)
1 2.830 30,514
Hancock 15,575 .561 .170 30.346 Area ratio:
91,038%
Delaware 64,929 2 2,337 2. 85.567 85.567
Raldolph 17,536 1 .631 1. 158,n11 158.411
Wayne 45,523 1 1.639 1. (See below) Total pop.
Wayne 45,523 1.639 1. (Above) 117.341 49,324
+_.L2 Each seat (2)
1 1.923 24,662
Union 3,801 .137 .077 56.319 Area ratio:
112.639%
Henry 29,480 1 1.061 1. (See below) Total pop.
Henry 29,480 1.061 1. (Above) 161.085 41,551
+.209i Each seat (2)
1 1.709 20,775
Rush 12,071 .435 .291 66.855 Area ratio:
133.710%
Fayette 14,500 1 .522 .607 116.352 116.352
Franklin 9,375 .337 .393 116,352
Shelby 20,401 1 734 1 136,165 136.165
Marion 424,090 11 15.267 11. (See below) Total pop.
Marion 424,090 15.267 31. (Above) 78.238 449,149
+ .944 Each seat (12)
1 11.944 37,429
Johnson 25,059 .902 .056 6.185 Area ratio:
74.218%
Hendricks 23,304 1 .839 1. 1,19.203 119.203
APPENDIX S-2b P. 3
Act of 1921 as used in election of 1462 House of Representatives
County Pop. Seats Rightful Actual Ratio
Rep. Rep, County District Area
Morgan 19,116 1 .688 1, 145.318 145,318
Putnam 14,687 1 .529 .670 126.683 126.683
Owen 7,241 .261 .330 126.683
Ver. 11,487 1 .A14 1. 241.830 241.830
Vigo 68,157 3 2.454 3. 122.272 122.272
Parks 9,390 1 .338 1. 295.836 295.836
Clay 15,679 1 .564 1. 177.173 177.173
Sullivan 14,061 1 .506 1. 197
, 
561 197, 561
Greene 17,145 1 .617 1. 162,024 162,024
Monroe 34,316 1 1.235 1. 80.951 80.951
Barth, 27,850 1 1,003 1. 99,745 99,745
Decatur 11,940 1 .430 .545 126.845 126.845
Jennings 9,960 .359 .455 126.845
Dearborn 16,928 .609 .869 142.603 142.603
Ohio 2,552 .092 .131 142.603
Ripley 12,355 1 .445 .736 165.4691 165.469
Switz. 4,433 .160 .264 165.1469
Jefferson 14,824 .534 .645 120.836
Scott 8,165 .294 .355 120,836
Clark 35,657 1 1,284 1. 77.906 77,906
Floyd 30,503 1 1,098 1, 91,070 91,070
Lawrence 22,232 1 .800 1 124.951 124.951
Jackson 18,291 .658 .821 124.653
Brown 3,994 .1-44 .179 124.653
vlash. 10,578 .381 .502 131.7351 131.735
Orange 10,509 .378 .498 131.735
Crawford 5,224 1 .188 .317 168.327 168.327








Spencer 9,686 .349 .494 141,730
Daviess 15,893 1 .572 1. 174.788 174.788
Knox 25,889 1 .932 1. (See below) Total pop.
Knox 25,889 .932 1. (Above) 188.497 34 212
+.75m Each seat (2)
1 1.757 17,106
Pike 8,323 .300 .243 81.199 Area ratio:
162.393%
Gibson 18,738 1 .675 1. 148.250 148.250
Van. 101,805 3 3.665 3. (See below) Total pop.
Van. 101,805 3.665 3. (Above) 103.665 127,391
+ .799 Each seat (4)
1 3.799 31,848
Posey 11,666 .420 .092 21.806 Area ratio:
Warrick 13,920 .501 .109 21,806 87,224%
* See note following table for Senate.
Indiana p.
Apportionment and Redistricting Act - 1921
Acts 72nd General Assembly, Ind., 1921, Ch. 78, p. 174
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APPENDIX T-1
Apportionment - Indiana Acts 1963, Ch. 431, printed with
Indiana Acts 1965, P. 4.
(]round unconstitutional by Three-Judge Federal District Court, after use in election
of 1964)
SENATE
United States Census of 1960
Total - 2,777, 924
Senate Seats - 50
Ideal Senate District - 55,558
Dis. County Popula- Seats Rightful Repre- Ratio of actual representation
No. tion in Represen- sentation to rightful representation. Figures
Dis- tation actually are percentages.
trict received
Each Dis- Combined
(Counties county trict area -
under- Not Floterial.
lined are flo- All inter-




district) 55.558 1 1. 1, 100000 100,000
1 Lake 293.316 4 5.279 4. 75.765 75.765
2 Porter 33,694 .606 .662 109.211
Newton 6,784 1 .122 .133 109.211 109.211
Jasper 10,394 .187 .204 109.211
3 LaPorte 58,407 1.051 .851 80.923
1 80.923
Starke 10,248 .184 .149 80.C
4 St.Joseph 141.959 2 2.555 2. 78.273 78.273
5 Elkhart 62,650 1 1.128 1. 88,680 88.680
6 DeKalb 16,784 .302 .456 150.928
LaGrange 9,435 1 .170 .256 150.928 150.928
Steuben 10,592 .191 .288 150.928
7 Allen 136,967 2 2.465 2. 81,126 81.126
8 Hunt. 20,615 .371 .415 111.841
Noble 16,706 1 .301 .336 11.841 111.841
Whitley 12,355 .222 .249 1U.884.1
9 Kosciusko 24,195 .435 .559 128.387
1 128.378
Marshall 19,082 .343 .441 128.378
10 Pulaski 7,450 .134 .169 126.128
Fulton 10,522 1 .189 .239 126.128 126.128
Cass 26,077 .469 .592 126.128
31 Benton 6,824 .123 .117 95.349
1 95-349
Tippe. 51,444 .926 .883 95-349
12 Carroll 10,272 .185 .250 135.240
Clinton 18,965 1 .341 .462 135.240 135.340
White 11,844 .213 .288 135.240
13 Howard 40,524 .729 .643 88.120
1 88.120
Miami 22,524 .405 .357 88.120
14 Grant 44,924 .809 .700 86.524
1 86.524
Wabash 19,287 .347 .300 86.524
15 Adams 14,066 .253 .394 155.638
Blackford 8,933 1 .161 .250 155.638 155.638
Wells 12,698 .229 .356 155.638
16 Jay 13,960 .251 .443 176.397
1 176.397
Randolph 17,536 .316 .557 176.397
Dis. County Pop. Seats Rightful Actual Ratio
No. Rep. Rep, County District Area
17 Delaware 64,929 1 1.169 1. 85.567 85.567
18 Madison 75,966 1 1.367 1. (See below) Total pop.
19 Hancock 15,575 .280 .129 45.908 121,021
Henry 29,480 1 .531 .244 45.908 Each seat (2)
Madison 75,966 1.367 1. (Above) 119.043 60,510
+ .628 Area ratio
1.628 91,815%
20 Boone 16,682 .300 .336 111.789
Hamilton 23,547 1 .424 .474 111.789 111.789
Tipton 9,470 .170 .191 111.789
21 Montgomery 19,759 .356 .451 126.741
Parke 9,390 1 .169 .214 126.741 126.741
Putnam 1/,687 .264 .335 126.741
22 Fountain 11,580 .208 .412 197.469
Vermillion 11,487 1 .207 .408 197.469 197.469
Warren 5,068 .091 .180 197.469
23 Marion 424,090 5 7.633 5. (See below) Total pop.
24 Marion 424,090 7.633 5. (Above) 77.873 449,149
+. -94Each seat (6)
1 5.944 74,858
Johnson 25,059 .451 .056 12.370 Area ratio:
74. 218%
25 Wayne 45,523 .819 .923 112.639
1 112.639
Union 3,801 .068 .077 112.639
26 Fayette 14,500 .261 .309 118.279
Rush 12,071 1 .217 .257 118.279 118.279
Shelby 20,401 .367 .434 118.279
27 Hendricks 23,304 .419 .549 130.971
1 130.971
Morgan 19.116 .344 .451 130.971
28 Vigo 68,157 1 1.227 1. 81,515 81,515
29 Clay 15,679 .282 .424 150.234
Owen 7,241 1 .130 .196 150.234 150.234
Sullivan 14,061 .253 .380 150.234
30 Greene 17,145 .309 .309 100.186
Monroe 34,316 1 .618 .619 100.186 100.186
Brown 3,994 .072 .072 100.186
31 Barth. 27,850 .501 .566 13.003
Decatur 11,940 1 .215 .243 13.003 113.003
Franklin 9,375 .169 .191 113.003
32 Jennings 9,960 .179 .238 132.930
Ripley 12,355 .222 .296 132.930
1 132.930
Dearborn 16,928 .305 .405 132.930
Ohio 2,552 .046 .061 132.930
33 Clark 35,657 .642 .649 101.173
Jefferson 14,824 1 .267 .270 101.173 101.173
Switz, 4,433 .080 .081 101,173
34 Jackson 18,291 .329 .494 150.019
Wash. 10,578 1 .190 .286 150.019 150.019
Scott 8,165 .147 .220 150.019
35 Lawrence 22,232 .400 .575 143.769
Martin 5,903 1 .106 .153 143.769 143.769
Orange 10,509 .189 .272 143.769
36 Knox 25,889 .466 .620 132.971
1 132.971
Daviess 15893 .286 .380 132.971
37 Pike 8,323 .150 .215 143.461
Gibson 18,738 1 .337 .484 143.461 143.461
Posey 11,666 .210 .301 143.461
Senate P. 2Act of 1963 APPENDIX T-1
APPENDIX T-1
Act of 1963 Senate
Dis. County Pop. Seats Rightful Actual Ratio
No. Rep. Rep. County District Area
38 Van. 101,805 1 1.832 1. (See below) Total pop.
39 Van. 101,805 1.832 1. (Above) 102.581 115,725
+_.880 Each seat (2)
1 1.880 57,862
Warrick 13,920 .251 .120 48.009 Area ratio:
96,017%
40 Dubois 15,421 .278 .4140 158.642
Spencer 9,686 1 .174 .277 158.642 158.642
Perry 9,914 .178 .283 158.642
41 Crawford 5,224 .094 .111 118.193
Harrison 11,279 1 .203 .240 118.193 118.193
Floyd 30,503 .549 ,649 118.193
• See Stout v. Bottorff, entry for Feb. 26, 1965 (S.D. Ind.)
Indiana
Apportionment and Redistricting Act - 1963
Acts 93rd General Assembly, Ind., 1963, Ch. 431
Printed with Ind. Acts, 1965, P. 4
Invalidated, Stout (entry, Feb. 26, 1965)
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APPENDIX T-2
Apportionment - Indiana Acts 1963, Ch. 431, printed with
Indiana Acts 1965, P. 4 *
(found unconstitutional by Three-Judge United States District Court, after use in
election of 1964)
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
United States Census of 1960
Total -- 2,777,924
House seats - 100
Ideal House District - 27, 779
County Popula- Seats Rightful Repre- Ratio of actual representation
tion in Represen- sentation to rightful representation.
Dis- tation actually Figures are percentages.
(Counties trict received
under- Each Dis- Combined
lined are county trict area-
in more NOT Floterial.





district) 27,779 1 1. 1. 100.00 100.00
Lake 293,316 10 10.559 10 94.707 94,707
Porter 33,694 1 1.213 1. 82.44"5 82.445
LaPorte 58,407 1 2.103 1. (See below) Total pop.
LaPorte 58,407 2.103 1. (Above) 88.023 68,655
1 +_.851 Each seat (2)
1.851 34,327
Starke 10,248 .369 .149 40.462 Area ratio:
80.923%
St. Joseph 141.959 5 5.110 5. 97.842 97.842
Elkhart 62,650 Z 2.255 2. 88,680 88,680
LaGrange 9,435 .340 .361 106.266
1 106.266
Noble 16,706 .601 .639 106.266
Steuben 10,592 .381 .387 101.472
1 101.472
DeKalb 16,784 .604 .613 101.472
Allen 136,967 5 4.931 5. 101,408 101,408
Whitley 12,355 .445 .390 87.792
1 87.792
Wabash 19,287 .694 .610 87,792
Kosciusko 24,195 1 .871 1. 114.813 114.813
Marshall 19,082 .687 .645 93.835
1 93.835
Fulton 10,522 .379 .355 93.835
Newton 6,784 .244 .275 112.796
Jasper 10,394 1 .374 .422 112.796 112.796
Pulaski 7,450 .268 .302 112.796
Benton 6,824 .246 .366 148.805
1 148.805
White 11,844 .426 .634 148,805
Cass 26,077 1 .939 1. 106. 527 106. 525
Miami 22,524 1 1811 1. 123. 331 123. 331
Wells 12,698 .457 .474 103.792
1 103.792
Adams 14,066 .506 .526 103.792
APPENDIX T-2 House of Representatives
County Pop. Seats Rightful Actual Ratio
Rep. Rep. County District Area
Grant 44,924 1 1.617 1. (See below)
ULrana 44,,.24 ±..617 L. (Aoove) 113.415 Total Pop.
+_.83& 53,857
1 1.834 Each seat (2)
Blackford 8,933 .322 .166 51.579 26,928
Area ratio:
103.158%
Hunt. 20,615 1 .71+2 1. 134.751 134.751
Howard 40,524 1 1.459 1. (See below) Total Pop.
Howard 40,524 1.459 1. (Above) 124.115 49,994
1 + .811 Eacoeat (2)
1.811 24,997
Tipton 9,470 .341 .189 55.565 Area ratio:
111.129%
Carroll 10,272 .370 .351 95.013
1 95.013
Clinton 18,965 .683 .649 95.013
Tippe. 51,444 1 1.852 1. (See below) Total Pop.
Tippe. 51,444 1.852 1. (Above) 103.155 56,512
+ .910 Each seat (2)1.910 28,256
Warren 5,068 .182 .090 49.156 Area ratio:
98.312%
Fountain 11,580 .417 .370 88.640
1 88.640
Mont. 19,759 .711 .630 88.640
Boone 16.682 1 .601 1. 166.521 166.521
Hamilton 23.547 1 .848 1. 117.973 117.973
Madison 75,966 2 2.735 2. (See below) - t9  pOp.
Madison 75,966 2.735 2. (Above) 103.481 Each seat (3)
1 +-.830 30,514
Hancock 15,575 .561 .170 30.346 Area ratio:
91.038%
Delaware 64,929 2 2.337 2. 85.567 85.567
Jay 13,960 .503 .443 88.198
1 88.198
Randolph 17,536 .631 .557 88.198
Wayne 45,523 1 1.639 l.(See below) Total pop.
Wayne 45,523 1.639 1. (Above) 117.341 49,324
+_.922
1.923 Each seat (2)
1 24,662
Union 3,801 .137 .077 56.319 Area Ratio:
112.639%
Henry 29,1+80 1 1.061 1. 94, 230 94. 230
Marion 42/.090 15 15.267 15. 98.254 98.254
Hendricks 239304 1 .839 1. 19.203 119.203
Parke 9,390 .338 .300 88.700
Putnam 14,687 1 .529 .469 88.700 88.700
Owen 7,241 .261 .231 88.700
YigO 68,157 2 2.454 2. (See below) Total pop.
Vigo 68,157 2.454 2. (Above) 116.394 79,644
+ .856 Each seat (3)
1 2.856 26,548
Ver. 11,487 .414 .144 34.879 Area ratio:
104.637%
Sullivan 14,061 .506 .473 93.406
1 93.406
Clay 15,679 .564 .527 93.406
Act of 1963
APPENDIX T-2 House of Representatives
County Pop. Seats Rightful Actual Ratio
Rep. Rep. County District Area
Monroe 34,316 1 1.235 1. 80.951 80.951
Morgan 19,116 .688 .827 120.203
1 120.203
Brown 3,994 .144 .173' 120.203
Johnson 25,059 1 .902 1. 110.854 110.854
Shelby 20,401 .734 .628 85.548
1 85.548
Rush 12,071 .435 .372 85.548
Fayette 14,500 .522 .607 116.352
1 116.352
Franklin 9,375 .337 .393 116.352
Ripley 12,355 .445 .422 94.864
1 94.864
Dearborn 16,928 .609 .578 94.864
Decatur 11,940 .430 .545 126.845
1 126.845
Jennings 9,960 .359 .455 126.845
Barth. 27,850 1 1.003 1. 99.745 99.745
Knox 25,889 1 .932 1. 107.300 107.300
Greene 17,145 .617 .519 84.082
1 84.082
Daviess 15,893 .572 .481 84.082
Martin 5,903 .212 .210 98.735
1 98.735
Lawrence 22,232 .800 .790 98.735
Jackson 18,291 .658 .691 105.001
1 105.001
Scott 8,165 .294 .309 105.001
Ohio 2,552 .092 .117 127.374
Switz. 4,433 1 .160 .203 127.374 127.274
Jefferson 149824 .534 .680 127.374
Clark 359657 1 1.284 1. 77.906 77.906
Floyd 309503 1 1.098 1. 91.070 91.070
Orange 10,509 .378 .498 131.735
1 131.735
Wash. 10,578 .381 .502 131.735
Crawford 5,224 .188 .317 168.327
1 168.327
Harrison 11,279 .406 .683 168,327
Perry 9,914 .357 .506 141.730
1 141.730
Spencer 9,686 .349 .494 141,730
Dubois 15,421 .555 .526 94.676
1 94.676
Warrick 13,920 .501 .474 94.676
Pike 8,323 .300 .308 102.653
1 102.653
Gibson 18,738 .675 .692 102.653
Van. 101,805 3 3.665 3. (See below) Total pop.
Van. 101,805 3.665 3. (Above) 106.340 113,471
+_.897 Each seat (4)
3.897
1 28,368
Posey 11,666 .420 .103 24.481 Area Ratio:
97,925%
• See note following table for Senate.
Act of 1963
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APPENDIX U-I
Apportionment - Indiana Acts 1965, Ch. 230, 547 (Regular Session)
(Found unconstitutional by Three-Judge Federal District Court)*
SENATE
United States Census of 1960
Total -- 2,777,924
Senate seats -- 50
Ideal Senate District -- 55 558
Dis. County Popula- Seats Rightful Repre- Ratio of actual representation
No. tion in Represen- sentation to rightful representation.
Dis- tation actually Figures are percentages.
trict received
Each Dis- Combined
(Counties County trict area -
underlined NOT Floterial.
are in more flo- All inter-




District) 55,558 1 1. 1. 100.00 100.00
1 Lake 293,316 5 5.279 5. (See below) Total pop.
2 Lake 293,316 5.279 5. (Above) 111.697 327,010
+ .897 Each seat (6)
1 5 .897 54,402
Porter 33,694 .606 .103 16.990 Area ratio:
101.938%
3 LaPorte 58,407 1 1.051 1. 95.122 95.122
4 St. Joseph 1,959 2 2.555 2. (See below) Total pop.
5 St. Joseph 141,959 2.555 2. (Above) 112.772 161,041
+,882 Each seat (3)
1 2.882 53,680
Marshall 19,082 .343 .118 34.499 Area ratio:
103 .498%
6 Elkhart 62,650 1 1,128 1, 88.680 88,680
7 LaGrange 9,435 .170 .176 103.814
Steuben 10,592 1 .191 .198 103.814 103.814
Noble 16,706 .301 .312 103.814
DeKalb 16,784 .302 .314 103.814
8 Newton 6,784 .122 .116 95.364
Jasper 10,394 .187 .178 95.364
White 11,844 1 .213 .203 95.364 95.364
Carroll 10,272 .185 .176 95.364
Clinton 18,965 .3141 .326 95.364
9 Starke 10,248 .184 .189 102.322
Pulaski 7,450 1 .134 .137 102.322 102.322
Fulton 10,522 .189 .194 102.322
Cass 26,077 .469 .480 102.322
10 Kosciusko 24,195 .435 .139 32.019 Total pop.
Whitley 12,355 1 .222 .071 32.019 173,517
Allen 136,967 2.465 2. (Below) 113.145 Each seat (3)
+_,7831 57,839
2,789 Area ratio:
11 Allen 136,967 2 2.465 2. (See above) 96.056%
12 Wabash 19,287 .347 .300 86.524
Grant 44,924 .809 .700 86.524
13 Hunt. 20,615 .371 .366 98.661
Wells 12,698 .229 .225 98.661
Adams 14,006 1 .253 .250 98.661 98.661
Black, 8,933 .161 .159 98,661
Dis. County Pop. Seats Rightful Actual Ratio
Rep. Rep. County District Area
14 layne 45,523 1 .819 .923 112.639 112.639
Union 3,801 .068 .077 112.639
15 Miami 22,524 1 .405 .357 88.120 88.120
Howard 40,524 .729 .643 88.120
16 Benton 6,842 .123 .117 95.349 95349
Tince, 51,44 i .926 .883 95•349
17 Warren 5,068 .091 .048 52.571 Total pop.
Fountain 11,580 .208 .110 52.571 105,682
Ver. 11,487 1 .207 .109 52.571 Each seat (2)
Parke 9,390 .169 .089 52.571 52,841
Vig 68,157 1.227 1. (Below) 134.086 Area ratio:
+ .640 15.0142%
(See Dis. No. 19) 1.645 (Vigo)
18 MIont. 19,759 .356 .344 96.848
Putnam 14,687 .264 .256 96.848
Owen 7,241 1 .130 .126 96.848 96.848
Clay 15,679 .282 .273 96.848
19 0 68,157 1 1.227 1. (See above, District 17)
20 Boone 16,682 .300 .336 111.789
Hamilton 23,547 1 .424 .474 111.789 111.789
Tipton 9,470 .170 .191 111.789
21 Madison 75,966 1 1.367 i. (See below) Total pop.
22 Madison 75,966 1.367 1. (Above) 119.043 121,021
+.628 Each seat (2)
1.628 60,510
Hancock 15,575 1 .280 .129 45.908 Area ratio:
Henry 29,480 .531 .244 45.908 91.815%
23 Delaware 64,929 1 1.169 1. (See below) Total pop.
24 Randolph 17,536 .316 .182 57.618 96,425
Jay 13,960 1 .251 .145 57.618 Each seat (2)
Delaware 64,929 1.169 1. (Above) 143.185 48,212
+ .673 Area ratio:
1.673 (Del.) 115.236%
25 Decatur 11,940 .215 .225 104.531
Franklin 9,375 .169 .176 104.531
Ripley 12,355 1 .222 .232 104.531 104.531
Dearborn 16,928 .305 .318 104.531
Ohio 2,552 .046 .048 104.531
26 Rush 12,071 .217 .257 1-18.279
Shelby 20,401 1 .367 .434 118.279 118.279
Fayette 14,500 .261 .309 118,279
27 Johnson 25,059 1 .451 .474 105.007
Barth. 27,850 .501 .526 105.007
28 Marion 424,090 7 7.633 7. (See below) Total pop.
29 Marion 424,090 7.633 7. (Above) 103.613 466,510
+ .909 Each seat (8)
1 7.909 58,314
Hendricks 23,304 .419 .050 11.909 Aea ratio:
Mrgan 19,116 .344 .041 11.909 95.274%
30 Sullivan 14,061 .253 .240 94.667
Knox 25,889 1 .466 .441 94.667 94.667
Gibson 18,738 .337 .319 94.667
31 Greene 17,145 .309 .309 100.186
1.bnroe 34,316 1 .618 .619 100.186 100.186
Brown 3,994 .072 .072 100.186
32 Martin 5,903 .106 .108 101.872
Lawrence 22,232 .400 .408 101.872
Daviess 15,893 1 .286 .291 101.872 101.872
Orange 10,509 .189 .193 101.872
APPENDIX U-1 Senate P. 2Regular Session 1965
Regular Session 1965 APPENDIX U-1 Senate
Dis. County Pop. Seats Rightful Actual Ratio
Rep. Rep. County District Area
33 Jackson 18,291 .329 .389 118.224
Jennings 9,960 1 .179 .212 118.224 118.224
Wash. 10,578 .190 .225 118.224
Scott 8,165 .147 .174 118.224
34 Clark 35,657 .642 .649 101.173
Jefferson 14,824 1 .267 .270 101.173 101.173
Switz. 4,433 .080 .081 101,173
35 Perry 9,914 .178 .174 97.607
Crawford 5,224 1 .094 .092 97.607 97.607
Harrison 11,279 .203 .198 97.607
Floyd 30,503 .549 .536 97.607
36 Dubois 15,421 .278 .326 117.335
Pike 8,323 1 .150 .176 117.335 117.335
Warrick 13,920 .251 .294 117.335
Spencer 9,686 .174 .205 117.335
37 Van. 101,805 1 1.832 1. iee below) Total pop.
38 Van. 101,805 1.832 1. (Above) 103.535 113,471
+-.897 Each seat (2)
1.897 56,735
1 Area ratio:
Posey 11,666 .210 .103 48.962 97,924%
* See Stout v. Bottorff, 246 F. Supp. 825 (S.D. Ind. 1965).
Incnn P. 4
Apportionment and Redistricting Act - 1965
Acts 94th General Assembly (Reg. Sess.j Ind. 1965, Ch. 230
Invalidated, Stu 246 F. Supp. 825 (1965)
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Apportionment -- Indiana Acts 1965, Ch. 230, 547 (Regular Session)
(found unconstitutional by Three-Judge Federal District Court)
HOUSE OFREPRESENTATIVE
United States Census of 1960
Total -- 2,777,924
House seats - 100
Ideal House District -- 27,779
Dis. County Popula- Seats Rightful Repre- Ratio of actual representation
No. tion in Represen- sentation to rightful representation.
Dis- tation actually Figures are percentages.
trict receivedt Each Dis- Combined
(Counties County trict area -
under- NOT Floterial.
lined are flo. All inter-




district) 27,779 1 1. 1. 100.000 100.000
I Lake 293,316 II 10.559 Ii. 104.177 104.177
2 Porter 33,694 1 1.213 1.(See below) Total pop.
3 Porter 33,694 1.213 1. (Above) 137.051 (Porter,
+ .662 Jasper and
1.662 Newton)50, 872
Jasper 10,394 1 .374 .204 54.606 Each seat




4 LaPorte 58,407 2 2.103 2. 95.122 95.122
5 St. Joseph 141,959 5 5.110 5. 97.842 97.842
6 Elkhart 62,650 2 2.255 2. 88.680 88.680
7 Kosciusko 24,195 1 .871 1. 1-14.813 114.813
8 LaGrange 9,435 .340 .361 106.266 .1 106.266
Noble 16,706 .601 .639 106.266
9 Steuben 10,592 .381 .387 101.472
DeKalb 16,784 1 .604 .613 101.472 '10l.472
10 Starke 10,248 .369 .349 94.712
Marshall 19,082 1 .687 .651 94.712 94.712
31 Allen 136,967 5 4.931 5. 101.408 101.408
12 Wabash 19,287 .694 .610 87.792
Whitley 12,355 .4h5 .390 87.792
13 Fulton 10,522 .379 .318 84.0621 814.062
Miami 22,524 .811 .682 84.062
14 Cass 26,077 1 .939 1. 106.527 106.527
15 Benton 6,824 .246 .261 106.360
Pulaski 7,450 1 .268 .285 106.360 106.360
White 2i, 844 .426 .454 106.360
16 Huntington 20,615 .742 .619 83.388
Wells 12,698 .457 .381 83.388 83.388
APPENDIX U-2 House of Representatives
Dis. County Pop. Seats Rightful Actual Ratio
Rep. Rep. County District Area
17 Adams 14,066 .506 .502 99.119 99.119
Jay 13,960 .503 .498 99.119
18 Grant 44,924 1.617 1. (Below) 113.1415 Total pop.
+.82/t 53,857
1 1.834 Each seat (2)
Black. 8.933 .322 .166 51. -579 Area ratio
19 Grant 44,924 1 1.617 1. (See above) 103.158%
20 Howard 40,524 1 1.459 1. (See below) Total pop.
21 Carroll 10,272 .370 .202 54.687 50,796
1 Each seat (2)
Howard 40,524 1.459 1. (Above) 123.256 25,398
+ .j.8 Area ratio:
1.798 109.375%
22 Tippe, 51,444 2 1.852 2. 107.997 107.997
23 Warren 5,068 .182 .180 98.735
Fountain 11,580 1 .417 .412 98.735 98.735
Ver, 11,487 .414 .408 98,735
24 Yont. 19,759 .711 .574 80.645
1 80.645
Putnam 14,687 .529 .426 80.645
25 Clinton 18,965 1 .683 .532 77.928 77.928
Boone 16,682 ,601 .468 77,928
26 Tipton 9,470 1 .341 .287 84.135 84.135
Hamilton 23,547 ,848 .713 84.135
SMadison 75.966 3 2.735 3. 109,703 109,703
21 Delaware 64,929 2 2.337 2. (See below) Total pop.
29 Randolph 17,536 .631 .213 33.686 82,465
1 Each seat (3)
Delaware 64,929 2.337 2. (Above) 119.253 27,488
+ .787 Area ratio:
2,787 101.057%
30 Hane 45,523 1 1.639 1. (See below) Total pop.
31 Union 3,801 .137 .077 56.319 49,324
1 Each seat (2)
45,523 1.639 1. (Above) 117.341 24,662
+_.923 Area ratio:
1.923 112.639%
32 Henry 29,480 1 1,061 1. 94,230 94,230
33 Hancock 15,575 .561 .563 100.481 100.481
Rush 12,071 .435 -07 100.481
34 Marion 424,090 15 15,267 15, 98,254 98,254
35 Hendricks 23,304 1 .839 1. 119, 20Q3 119,20Q3
36 Morgan 19,116 .688 .725 105.3951 lO5.395
Owen 7,241 .261 .275 105,395
37 Sullivan 14,061 .506 .473 93.406 93.406
Clay 15,679 .564 .527 93,406
38 Vin 68,157 2 2.454 2. (See below) Total pop.
39 Vigo 68,157 2.454 2. (Above) 117.337 77,547
+.1812 Each seat (3)
2.879 25,849
1 Area ratio:
Parke 9,390 .338 .121 35,822 - 107.466%
40 Johnson 25,059 1 .902 1. 110.854 110,854
41 Shelby 20,401 1 .734 .631 85.894 85.894
Decatur 11,940 ,430 .369 85,894
42 Fayette 14,500 1 .522 .607 116.352 116.352
Franklin 9,375 .337 .393 116,352
Regular Session 1963 P. 2
APPENDIX U-2 House of Representatives P. 3
Dis. County Pop. Seats Rightful Actual Ratio
Rep. Rep. County Di-rict Area
43 Ripley 12,355 1 .45 .422 94.864 94.864
Dearborn 16,928 .609 .578 94.864
44 Barth. 27,850 1.003 .875 87.235
Brown 3,994 
-144 .125 87.235 87.23545 Monroe 34,316 1 1.235 1. (See below) Total Pop.
46 Lawrence 22,232 .800 .393 49.125 56 548
1 EacA seat (2)
Monroe 34,316 1.235 1. (Above) 130.076 28,274
+.,601 Area ratio:
1,607 98.249%
47 Greene 17,145 .617 .519 84.082 84.082
Daviess 15,893 .572 .481 84,082
48 Knox 25,889 1 .932 1. 107.300 107.300
49 Gibson 18,738 .675 .616 91.3661 91.366
Posey 11,666 .420 ,384 91.366
50 Van. 101,805 4 3,665 4. 109,146 109.146
51 Warrick 13,920 .501 .415 82.873
Perry 9,914 1 .357 .296 82.873 82.873
Spencer 9,686 .349 .289 82.873
52 Dubois 15,421 .555 .520 93.699
Martin 5,903 1 .212 .199 93.699 93.699
Pike 8,323 .300 .281 93.699
53 Harrison 11,279 .406 .418 102.839
Orange 10,509 1 .378 .389 102.839 102.839
Crawford 5,224 .188 .193 102,839
54 Floyd 30,503 1 1,098 1, 91.070 91,070
55 Clark 35,657 1 1.284 1. (See below) Total pop.
56 Wash. 10,578 1 .381 .229 60.082 46,235




57 Jackson 18,291 .658 .647 98.329 98.329
Jmnings 9,960 .359 .353 98,329
58 Jefferson 14,824 .534 .495 92.677
Scott 8,165 .294 .272 92.6771 92.677
Switz. 4,433 .160 .148 92.677
Ohio 2,552 .092 .085 92,677
See note following table for Senate.
Regular Session 1965
Indiana
Apportionment and Redistricting Act - 1965
Acts 94th General Assembly (Reg. Sess.) Ind 1965 Ch. 230








HOUSE OF 12,3 55.136,
LA ST. JOSEPH AGRANGE 
s T E U B E N
8,45 ,959 6 9,435 1
ER 2 .5 2569 OBLE I Iu KAL 1
MASAL16,7o6, 1rI 6,784
19,0 2 19,87USKO
10,E 2AS IT2,65LELL ADAMS
R 2,55 136,967
FUAK LTON





6,A24 272 22,5 15,57
SHELBY 2,0714 FOD AYT
PIKEE 3565 AENI U-2
GIBSN 515,421 CINTON




Person Q21 year o Taeoroe
68,1 123.1 25059FRANKLIN
2 15679 WEN ECATR 19,375
1,6 GREENE 1JNIG 69
17145 o Distric 9,9,0
a o 196 18,29ntS a 2




POSERRICK( PEP Y 1.,7 NDIANA HISTORICAL BUREAU
Persons 21 years of age or over
Ideal House District - Z71779
Based on 1960 United States Census
APPENDIX V-1
Apportionment - Indiana Acts, Second Special Session 1965,
Senate Enrolled Act No. 464, found unconstitutional
by Three-Judge U. S. District Court*
SENATE PLAN "A"
United States Census of 1960
Total - 2,777,924
Senate seats - 50
Ideal Senate District - 55,558
Dis. County Popula- Total Seats *Rightful *Repre- *Ratio of actual
No. tion pop. in Represen- sentation representation
of Dis- tation, actually to rightful




district) 55,558 55,558 1 1. 1. 100.00
1 Lake 293,316 293,316 5 5,279 5. 94.707
2 Jasper 10,394 .187 .204
Newton 6,784 50,872 1 .122 .133 109.211
Porter 33,694 .606 .662
3 Benton 6,824 .123 .129
Carroll 10,272 .185 .194
Clinton 18,965 52,973 1 .341 .358 104.880
Warren 5,068 .091 .096
White 11,844 .213 .224
4 Fountain 11,580 .208 .184
63,024 1 88.154
Tippe. 51,444 .926 .816
5 Mont. 19,759 .356 .357
Parke 9,390 55,323 1 .169 .170 100.425
Putnam 14,687 .264 .265
Ver, 11,487 .207 .208
6 Clay 15,679 .282 .320
Sullivan 14,061 97,897 2 .253 .287 113.503
Vino 68,157 1,227 1.393
7 Hendricks 23,304 .419 .469
Morgan 19,116 49,661 1 .344 .385 111.874
Owen 7,2.1 .130 .146
8 Gibson 18,738 .337 .333
Knox 25,889 56,293 1 .466 .460 98.694
Posey 11,666 .210 .207
9 Van, 101805 101,805 2 1.832 2. 109.146
10 Dubois 15,421 .278 .326
Pike 8,323 .150 .17647,350 1 117.335
Spencer 9,686 .174 
.205
Warrick 13,920 .251 .294
11 Daviess 15,893 .286 .291
Lawrence 22,232 .400 .408
54,537 1 101.872
Martin 5,903 .106 .108
Orange 10,509 .189 .193
12 Crawford 5,224 .094 .092
Floyd 30,503 .549 .536 97.60756,920 1 7@0
Harrison 11,279 .203 .198
Perry 9,914 178 .174
13 Brown 3,994 .072 .072
Greene 17,145 55,455 1 .309 .309 100.186
Monroe 34 316 .618 .619
14 Jackson 18,291 .329 .389
Jennings 9,960 46,994 1 .179 .212 118.224
Scott 8,165 .147 .174
Wash. 10,578 .190 .225
Dis. County Pop. Dis. Seats Rightful Actual Ratio
No. Pop, Rep. Rep,
15 Barth. 27,850 .501 .526 105.00752,909110.7
Johnson 25,059 .451 .474
16 Clark 35,657 .642 .649
Jefferson 14,824 54,914 1 .267 .270 101.173
Switz, 4,433 .080 .o81
17 Dearborn 16,928 .305 .319
Decatur 11,940 .215 .225
Franklin 9,375 53,150 1 .169 .176 104.531
Ohio 2,552 .046 .048
Ripley 12,355 .222 .232
18 Fayette 14,500 .261 .309
Rush 12,071 46,972 1 .217 .257 118.279
Shelby 20,401 .367 .434
19 Marion 424,090 424,090 7 7.633 7. 91,704
20 Union 3,801 1 .068 .077 112.63949,324 1 1.9
Wayne 45,523 -h19 .923
21 Hancock 15,575 .280 .257
Henry 29,480 121,0?1 2 .531 .487 91.815
Madison 75,966 1,367 1,255
22 Boone 16,682 .300 .336
Hamilton 23,547 49,699 1 .424 .474 111.789
Tipton 9,470 .170 .191
23 Delaware 64,929 1.169 1.347
Jay 13,960 96,425 2 .251 .289 115.236
Randolph 17.56 .316 .364
24 Adams 14,066 .253 .250
Black. 8,933 56,312 1 .161 .159 98.661
Hunt. 20,615 .371 .366
Vells 12,698 .229 .225
25 Grant 44,924 .809 .70064,211 1 86.524
Wabash 19,287 .347 .300
26 Howard 40,524 .729 .643 88.120
Miami 22,524 .405 .357
27 Cass 26,077 .469 .480
Fulton 10,522 54,297 1 .189 .194 102.322
Pulaski 7,450 .134 .137
Starke 0 18 18928 Lailorte WZ' 5694U7( .I -L*O 1. ",.12;d
29 Marshall 19,082 161,041 3 .343 .355
St. Joseph 141959 2,555 2,645 103.498
30 Elkhart 62,650 62,650 1 1,128 1. 88,680
31 Kosciusko 24,195 .435 .397
LaGrange 9,435 60,928 1 .170 .155 91.186
Noble 16,706 .301 •74
Steuben 10592 191 .174
32 Allen 136,967 2.465 2.474
DeKslb 16,784 166,106 3 .302 .303 100.342
Whitley 12,355 .222 .223
With the elimination of Floterials as we define them in our terminology-that is, of
districts containing counties which have further representation in another district-
all county ratios become identical with the ratios of the districts in which they are
placed. We have carried the columns headed "Rightful Representation, County" and
"Representation actually received, County" in order to identify those counties which
have sufficient population to be entitled to one or more seats of their own. Where
these occur in districts with other counties, and where counties with less than enough
population for one seat are placed in multi-member districts, a strict interpretation
of the Denney rules has been violated.
See Stout v. Bottorff, 249 F. Supp. 488 (S.D. Ind. 1965)
Senate Plan "A" P. 2Special Session, 1965 APPENDIX V-1
Indiana
apportionment and Redistricting Act - 1965. 3
Senate Enrolled Act No. 464 (2d. Spec. Sess.)
Invalidated, Stout. 249 F.. Supp. 488 (1965)
SENATE PLAN "A"




NEWTON I UAKR FLO
6,784 ,94.740 1,2BS











SULLTota No n 34,316io 3,9 2,57775 1 ,92 4
14,061s GREN yer of geor ve
17,145 9,960 stit 5,5
LAWRENC JACSO 290Uie ae ess
APPENDIX V-i
Apportionment - Indiana Acts, Second Special Session 1965,
Senate Enrolled Act No. 473, approved by Three-Judge
Federal District Court*
SENATE PLAN "B"
United States Census of 1960
Total - 2,777,924
Senate seats - 50
Ideal Senate District - 55,558
Dis. County Popula- Total Seats *Rightful *Repre- *Ratio of actual
No. tion mop. in Represen- sentation representation
of Dis- tation, actually to rightful




district) 55,558 55,558 1 1. 1. 100.00
1 Lake 293,316 293,316 5 5,279 5. 94,707
2 Porter 33,694 .606 .662
Jasper 10,394 50,872 1 .187 .204 109.211
Newton 6,784 .122 .133
3 LaPorte 58,407 58,407 1 1,051 1. 95.122
4 St. Joseph 141,959 2.555 2.645 103.498
Marshall 19,082 161,041 3 4 355
5 Elkhart 62,650 62,650 1 1.128 1. 88,680
6 Kosciusko 24,195 .435 .397
Noble 16,706 60,928 1 791.186
LaGrange 9,435 .170 .155
Steuben 10,592 .191 .174
7 Allon 136,967 167,817 3 2.465 2.449 99.319
DeKalb 16,784 .302 .300
Adams 34,066 .253 .251
8 Hunt. 20,615 .371 .394
Wabash 19,287 52,257 1 .347 .369 106.317
Whitley 12,355 .222 .236
9 Cass 26,077 .469 .441
Fulton 10,522 59,123 1 .189 .178 93.970
Miami 22,524 .405 .381
10 Starke 10,248 .184 .198
Pulaski 7,450 .134 .144
White 11,844 51,706 1 .213 .229
Carroll 10,272 .185 .199
Benton 6,824 .123 .132
Warren 5,068 .091 ,098
31 Tippe, 51.4". 51,444 1 .926 1, 107,997
12 Howard 40,524 49,994 1 .729 .811
Tipton 9,470 .170 .189
13 Grant 44,924 8.809 .834 103.158
Black, 8,933 .161 ,166
14 Delaware 64,929 1.169 1.190
Jay 13,960 .251 .256 101.826109,123 2i0.2
Randolph 17,536 .316 .321
Wells 12,698 .229 .233
15 Madison 75,966 1.367 1.255
Henry 29,480 121,021 2 .531 .487 91.815
Hancock 159575 .280 .257
16 Boone 16,682 .300 .282
Clinton 18,965 59,194 1 .341 .320 93.857
Hamilton 23,547 . 24 .398
17 Mont. 19,759 .356 .357
Putnam 14,687 .264 .265
Pre55,46 1 16.69100.256
Parke 9,390 .169 .169
- Fountain Ii1,580 .208 .209
Dis. County Pop Total Seats Rightful Actual Ratio
No, pop, Rep. Rep.
18 Hendricks 23,304 .419 .469
Owen 7,241 49,661 1 .130 .146 111.874
organ 19,116 .34 .385
19 Marion 424,090 424,090 8 7,633 8. 104,804
20 Wayne 45,523 1 .819 .923 112.63949,324 11.9
Union 3,801 .068 .077
21 Rush 12,071 .217 .205
Decatur 11,940 .215 .203 3058,912 1 9.0
Fayette 14,500 .261 .246
Shelby 20,401 .367 .346
22 Johnson 25,059 52,909 1 .451 .474 105.007
Barth, 27,850 .501 .r26
23 Vigo 68,157 1.227 1.246
Clay 15,679 .282 .287 101.583109,384 210.8
Sullivan 14,061 .253 .257
Ver. 11,487 .207 .210
24 Monroe 34,316 .618 .619
Brown 3,994 55,455 1 .072 .072 100.186
Greene 17,145 .309 .309
25 Knox 25,889 .466 .489
Gibson 18,738 52,950 1 .337 .354 104.925
Pike 8,323 .150 .157
26 Van. 101,805 113,471 2 1.832 1.794 97.924
Posey il.666 .210 .206
27 Dubois 15,421 .278 .254
Daviess 15,893 .286 .261
Martin 5,903 60,823 1 .106 .097 91.344
Spencer 9,686 .174 .159
Warrick 13,920 .251 .229
28 Jackson 18,291 .329 .297
Lawrence 22,232 61,610 1 .400 .361 90.177
Orange 10,509 .189 .171
Wash. 10,578 .190 .172
29 Harrison 11,279 .203 .198
Floyd 30,503 56,920 1 .549 .536 97.607
Crawford 5,224 .094 .092
Perry 9,914 .178 .174
30 Clark 35,657 .642 .608
Jefferson 14,824 58,646 1 .267 .253 94.735
Scott 8,165 .147 .139
31 Dearborn 16,928 .305 .304
Franklin 9,375 .169 .169
Jennings 9,960 .179 .179
Ripley 12,355 55,603 1 .222 .222 99.919
Ohio 2,552 .046 .046
Switz. 4,433 .080 .080
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APPENDIX V-2
Apportionment - Indiana Acts, Second Special Session 1965,
House Enrolled Act No. 1678, found unconstitutional
by Three-Judge Federal District Court*
HOUSE PLAN "A"
United States Census of 1960
Total - 2,777,924
House seats - 100
Ideal House District - 27,779
Dis. County Popula- Total Seats *Rightful *Repre- *Ratio of actual
No. tion pop. in Represen- sentation representation to
of District tation, actually rightful




district) 27,779 27,779 1 1. 1. 100.00
1 Lake 293,316 293,316 1 10,559 ii 104.177
2 Porter 33,694 1.213 1.168
Jasper 10,394 .374 .360 96.29457,696 2 9.9
Newton 6,784 .244 .235
Benton 6,824 .246 .237
3 LaPorte 58,407 58,407 2 2.103 2. 95.122
4 St. Joseph 141,959 141,959 5 5.110 5. 97.842
5 Elkhart 62,650 62,650 2 2.255 2. 88.680
6 LaGrange 9,435 .340 .36126,141 1 106.266
Noble 16,706 .601 .639
7 Steuben 10,592 .381 .387
27,376 1 101.472
DeKalb 16,784 .60Z .613
8 Kosciusko 24,195 24,195 1 .871 1. 114.813
9 Marshall 19,082 .687 .65129,330 1 94.712
Starke 10,248 .369 .349
10 White 11,844 .426 .397
Pulaski 7,450 29,816 1 .268 .250 93.168
Fulton 10 522 .379 .353
11 Cass 26,077 26,077 1 .939 1. 106.527
12 Miami 22,524 63,048 2 .811 .715 88.320
Howard 40,524 1.459 1.285
13 Whitley 12,355 .445 .39031,642 1 87.792
Wabash 19,287 .694 .610
14 Carroll 10,272 .370 .35129,237 1 95.013
Clinton 18,965 .683 .649
15 Tippe. 51,44 51./ 2 1.852 2. 107.997
16 Allen 136,967 136,967 5 4.931 5. 101.408
17 Warren 5,068 .182 .180
Fountain 11,580 28,135 1 .417 .412 98.735
Ver. 11,487 .414 .408
18 Hunt. 20,615 .742 .619
33,313 1 83.388
Wells 12,698 .457 .381
19 Adams 14,066 .506 .50228,016 1 99.119
Jay 13,960 .503 .498
20 Grant 44,924 53,857 2 1.617 1.668 103.158
Blackford 8,933 .322 .3 32
21 Madison 759966 75,966 3 2.735 -if 109,703
Dis. County Pop. Total Seats *Rightful *Actual Ratio
No. pop. Rep. Rep.
22 Delaware 64,929 2.337 2.362
82,465 3 101.057
Randolph 17,536 .631 .638
23 Henry 29,480 29.480 1 1.061 1. 94.230
24 Wayne 45,523 1.639 1.846
49,324 2 112.639
Union 3,801 .137 .154
25 Hancock 15,575 .561 .563
27,646 1 100.481
Rush 12,071 .435 .437
26 Fayette 14,500 .522 .607
23,875 1 116.352
Franklin 9,375 .337 .393
27 Shelby 20,401 .734 .631
32,341 1 85.894
Decatur 11,940 .430 .369
28 Marion 424.090 424,090 15 15.267 15. 98.254
29 Mont. 19,759 .71 .661
Boone 16,682 59,745 2 .601 .558 92.992
Hendricks 23,304 .839 .780
30 Tipton 9,470 .341 .287
33,017 1 84.135
Hamilton 23,547 .848 .713
31 Clay 15,679 .564 .516
30,366 1 91.481
Putnam 14,687 .529 .484
32 Vigo 68,157 2.454 2.637
77,547 3 107.466
Parke 9.390 .338 .363
33 Sullivan 14,061 .506 .504
Knox 25,889 55,843 2 .932 .927 99.490
Daviess 15,893 . 72 .569
34 Johnson 25,059 25,059 1 .902 1. 110.854
35 Owen 7,241 .261 .275
26,357 1 105.395
.organ 19,116 .688 .725
36 Greene 17,145 .617 .618
Monroe 34,316 55,455 2 1.235 1.238 100.186
Brown 3,994 -144 .144
37 Barth. 27,850 27,850 1 1.003 1. 99,745
38 Posey 11,666 .420 .384
30,404 1 91.366
Gibson 18,738 .675 .616
39 Van. 101,805 101,805 4 3.665 4. 109.146
40 Dubois 15,421 .555 .649
23,74 1 116.994
Pike 8,323 .300 .351
41 Martin 5,903 .212 .210
28,135 1 98.735
Lawrence 22,232 800 .790
42 Warrick 13,920 .501 .590
23,606 1 117.678
Spencer 9,686 .349 .410
43 Perry 9,914 .357 .375
Crawford 5,224 26,417 1 .188 .198 105.156
Harrison 11,279 .406 .427
44 Floyd 30.503 30,503 1 1.098 1. 91.070
45 vlash. 10,578 .381 .362
Scott 8,165 29,252 1 .294 .279 94.969
Orange 10,509 .378 .359
46 Jackson 18,291 .658 .647
28,251 1 98.329
Jenninas 9,960 •359 • 353
House Plan "All P. 2Special Session, 1965 APPENDIX V-2
Special Session, 1965 APPENDIX V-2
Dis, County Pop. Total Seats Rightful
No. pop. Rep.
47 Ripley 12,355 .445
Dearborn 16,928 31,835 1 .609
Ohio 2,552 .092
48 Clark 35,657 1.284
Jefferson 14,824 54,914 2 .534
Switz. 4,433 .160
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APPENDIX V-2
4pportionment -- Indiana Acts, Second Special Session 1965,
House Enrolled Act No. 1680, found unconstitutional
by Three-Judge Federal District Court
HOUSE PLAN "B"
United States Census of 1960
Total - 2,777,924
House seats - 100
Ideal House District - 27,779
Dis. County Popula- Total Seats *Rightful *Repre- Ratio of actual
No. tion pop. in Represen- sentation representation to
of District tation, actually rightful representation,
District County received, County and
County District - %
(An ideal single-county
district) 27,779 27,779 1 1. 1. 100.000
1 Lake 293,316 293,316 11 10.559 11. 104.177
2 Porter 33.694 33,694 1 1.213 1- 82.445
3 LaPorte 58,407 58,407 2 2.103 2. 95.122
4 St.Joseph 141,959 141,959 5 5.110 5. 97.842
5, Elkhart 62,650 62,650 2 2.255 2. 88,680
6 LaGrange 9,435 .340 .361
26,141 1 106.266
Noble 16,706 .601 .639
7 Steuben 10,592 .381 .387
27,376 1 101.472
DeKalb 16,784 .604 .613
8 Allen 136,967 136,967 5 4.931 5. 101,408
9 Whitley 12,355 .445 .390
31,642 1 87.792
Wabash 19,287 .694 .610
10 Kosciusko 24,195 24,195 1 .871 1. 114,813
11 Marshall 19,082 .687 .651
29,330 1 94.712
Starke i0.248 .369 .349
12 Newton 6,784 .244 .283
Jasper 10,394 24,002 1 .374 .433 115,736
Benton 6,824 .246 ,284
13 Pulaski 7,450 .268 .250
Fulton 10,522 29,816 1 .379 .353 93.168
White 11,844 .426 .397
14 Cass 26,077 26,077 1 .939 1. 106.527
15 Miami 22,524 .811 .715
63,048 2 88.120
Howard 40,524 1,459 1,285
16 Hunt. 20,615 .742 .619
33,313 1 83.388
Wells 12,698 .457 .381
17 Adams 14,066 1 .506 .502
28,026 1 99.119
Jay 13,960 .503 .498
18 Grant 44,924 1.617 1.668
53,857 2 103.158
Black, 8,933 .322 .332
19 Tippe. 51.44 51.444 2 1.852 2. 107.997
20 Carroll 10,272 29,237 1 .370 .351 95.013
Clinton 18,965 .683 .649
21 Tipton 9,470 33,017 1 .341 .287 84.135
Hamilton 23,547 .848 .713
22 Madison 75,966 75,966 3 2,735 3. 109.703
23 Delaware 64,929 64,929 2 2,337 2. 85.567
24 Henry 29,480 29,480 1 1.061 1. 94,230
25 Randolph 17,536 63,059 2 .631 .556 88.105
. Wayne 45,523 1,639 1,444
Dis. County Pop. Total Seats *Rightful *Actual Ratio
No, pD. Rep. Rep.
26 Hancock 15,575 .561 .563
Rush 12,071 27,646 .47100.48
27 Marion 424,090 424,090 15 15.267 15, 98,254
28 Hendricks 23,304 23,304 1 .839 1. 119.203
29 Boone 16,682 36,441 1 .601 .45876.230
blont, 19,759 .711 .542
30 Marren 5,068 .182 .180
'Fountain 11,580 28,135 1 .417 .412 98.735
Vermillion 11,487 .414 .408
31 Parke 9,390 .338 .390146724,077 1 1335.339
Putnam 14,687 .529 .610
32 Vigo 68,157 68.157 3 2,451 3. 122.27233 Clay 15,679 1 .564 .527 93.406
Sullivan 14,061 .506 .073
34 Owen 7,241 .261 .275
Morgan 19.116 26,357 1 .688 .725 105.395
35 Johnson 25.059 25,059 1 .902 1. 10.854
36 Shelby 20,401 32,341 1 .631 85.894
Decatur 11,940 .430 .369
37 Fayette 14,500 .522 .524
Union 3,801 27,676 1 .137 .137 100.372
Franklin 9,375 .337 .339
38 Dearborn 16,928 .609 .708
Ohio 2,552 23,913 1 .092 .107 116.167
Switz, 4.43 .160 .185
39 Ripley 12,355 .445 .55422,315 1 124.486
Jennings 9,960 359 .446
40 Barth, ,O850 Z7,850 1 1.003 1. 92,745
41 Brown 3#94 22,285 1 .144 .179 124.653
Jackson 18,291 .658 .821
42 Monroe 34,316 349316 1 1,235 1. 80.951
43 Lawrence 22.232 22,232 1 .800 1. 124.951
44 Greene 17,145 .617 .519
Daviess 15,893 33,038 1 6.51
,.572 ,481 8.8
45 Knox 25,889 25,889 1. ,932 1. 107.300
46 Posey 11,666 .420 .38430,404 1 91.366
Gibson 189738 .675 .616
47 Van, 101,805 101,805 4 3,665 4. 109,146
48 Pike 8,323 .300 .351
Dubois 154 23,744 1 .64916.994
49 Martin 5,903 .212 .219
Orange 10,509 26,990 1 .378 .389 102.923
Wash. 10,578 .381 .392
50 Scott 8,165 .294 .355
Jefferson 14,824 22,989 1 294 .655
5I Clark 35367 35,657 1 1.284 1. 77.906
52 Floyd 30.503 30,503 1 1.098 1. 91.070
53 Perry 9,914 .357 .375
Crawford 5,224 26,417 1 .188 .198 105.156
Harrison 11,279 .406 .427
54 Warrick 13,920 .501 .59023,606 1117.678
Spencer 99686 .349 .410
* See note following Senate Plan "A."
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APPENDIX V-2
Apportionment - Indiana Acts, Second Sepcial Session 1965,
House Enrolled Act No. 1681, approved by Three-Judge
Federal District Court*
HOUSE PLAN "C"
United States Census of 1960
Total - 2,777,924
House seats - 100
Ideal House District - 27,779
Dis. County Popula- Total Seats







*Repre- *Ratio of actual rep-
sentation resentation to
actually rightful represen-
received, tation, County and
. f 4 +. .- -
(An ideal single-county
district) 27,779 27,779 1 1. 1. 100.00
1 Lake 293,316 293,316 1 10.559 11. 104,177
2 Porter 33,694 1.213 1.308
Jasper 10,394 51,538 2 .374 .403 107.800
Pulaski 7,450 .268 .289
3 LaPorte 58,407 58,407 2 2,103 2. 95.122
4 St. Joseph 141.959 141,959 5 5.-10 5. 97,842
5 Elkhart 62,650 2.255 2.117
LaGrange 9,435 88,791 3 .340 .319 93.857
Noble 16,706 .601 .564
6 Steuben 10,592 .381 .38727,376 1 101.472
DeKalb 16,784 .604 .613
7 Newton 6,784 .244 .267
Benton 6,824 25,452 1 .246 .268 109.143
White 11,844 .426 .465
8 Starke 10,248 .369 .349
29,330 1 94.712
Marshall 19,082 .687 .651
9 Fulton 10,522 .379 .363
Kosciusko 24,195 .871 .835
Whitley 12,355 86,974 3 .445 .426 95.818
Hunt. 20,615 .742 .731
Wabash 19,287 ,694 ,665
10 Allen 13697 136,967 5 4.931 5. 101.408
11 Wells 12,698 .457 .474
26,764 1 103.792
Adams 14,066 .506 .526
12 Carroll 10,272 .370 .349
Cass 26,077 58,873 2 .939 .886 94.369
Miami 22,524 .811 .765
13 Warren 5,068 .182 .180
Fountain 1,580 28,135 1 .417 .412 98.735
Ver, 11,487 .414 .408
14 Tippe. 51,444 51,444 2 1,852 2. 107,997
15 Ynnt. 19,759 .711 .678
29,149 1 95.300
Parke 9,390 .338 .322
16 Clinton 18,965 .683 .641
Boone 16,682 59,194 2 .601 .564 93.857
Hamilton 23,547 .848 .796
17 Howard 40,524 1.459 1.621
49,994 2 111.129
Tipton 9,470 .34.1 .379
18 Grant 44,924 1.617 1.668
53,857 2 103.158
Blackford 8.933 .322 .332
19 Madison 75,966 75,966 3 2.735 3. 109.703
Special Session, 1965 APPENDIX V-2 House Plan "C" P. 2
Dis. County Pop. Total Seats *Rightful *Actual Ratio
No. pop. Rep. Rep.
20 Delaware 64,929 2.337 2.469
78,889 3 105.638
Jay 13,960 .503 .531
21 Henry 299480 29.480 1 1,061 1. 94,230
22 Randolph 17,536 .631 .556
63,059 2 88.105
Wayne 45,523 1,639 1,444
23 Vigo 68,157 2.454 2.487
82,218 3 101.361
Sullivan 14,061 ,506 .513
24 O1sg 15,679 .564 .516
30,366 1 91.481
Putnam 14,687 .529 .484
25 Hendricks 23,304 .839 .796
Morgan 19,116 .688 .653
87,880 3 94.830
Johnson 25,059 .902 .855
Shelby 20,401 .734 .696
26 Marion 424,090 424,090 15 15,267 15. 98,254
27 Hancock 15,575 .561 .563
27,646 1 100.481
Rush 12,071 .435 .437
28 Fayette 14,500 .522 .524
Union 3,801 27,676 1 .137 .137 100.372
Franklin 9,375 .337 .339
29 Decatur 11,940 .430 .411
Barth. 27,850 58,081 2 1.003 .959 95.656
Jackson 18,291 .658 .630
30 Lawrence 22,232 .800 .734
Monroe 34,316 60,542 2 1.235 1.134 91.768
Brown 3,994 .144 .132
31 Owen 7,241 .261 .255
Greene 17,145 .617 .605
Daviess 15,893 56,691 2 .572 .561 98.001
Martin 5,903 .212 .208
Orange 10,509 .378 .371
32 Ripley 12,355 .445 .484
Dearborn 16,928 .609 .663
Ohio 2,552 51,092 2 .092 .100 108.741
Switz. 4,433 .160 .173
Jefferson 14,824 .534 .580
33 Jennings 9,960 .359 .370
Scott 8,165 53,782 2 .294 .304 103.302
Clark 35,657 1.284 1.326
34 Wash. 10,578 .381 .391
Harrison 11,279 27,081 1 .406 .416 102.577
Crawford 5.224 .188 .193
35 Floyd 30.503 30,503 1 1.098 1. 91,070
36 Knox 25,889 259889 1 .932 1. 107.300
37 Pike 8,323 .300 .291
Dubois 15,421 .555 .539
Warrick 13,920 57,264 2 .501 .486 97.021
Spencer 9,686 .349 .338
Perry 9,914 .357 .346
38 Gibson 18,738 .675 .616
30,404 1 91.366
Posey 11,666 .420 .384
39 Van. 101,805 1019805 4 3.665 4. 109.146
* See note following Senate Plan "A."
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APPENDIX W-l
Problems of Apportionment.
The apportionment plan outlined below was one of many prepared for possible sub-
mission to the three-judge United States District Court in the event that the 94th
General Assembly, meeting in special session in the fall of 1965, proved unable to
enact apportionment legislation which would be approved by the court as meeting fed-
eral equal protection standards. Happily, the legislature solved the problem, no
stand-by plans proved necessary, and the clear requirement of the Constitution of
the State of Indiana that apportionment should be done by the General Assembly has
been met.
It is only for the possible enlightenment of those who think that apportionment
would be easy if selfish political interests were ignored that we present the plan
below, with comments on the difficulties encountered. No political considerations
influenced any of the districts created; indeed, we deliberately avoided the ac-
quisition of information as to the political inclinations of any county, and put
from our minds those bits of knowledge which all citizens interested in the affairs
of the state inevitably possess. Nevertheless, we found it extremely difficult to
work out plans within the limitations imposed, and quite impossible to arrive at
any scheme which did not contain some districts which seemed unsatisfactory.
The principle followed was to adhere as closely as possible to the constitution
of the state, while recognizing that in order to meet the standards set by the United
States Supreme Court in Reynolds v. Sims and its companion cases, some combinations
must be used which violate the interpretation of the state constitution in the Parker
and Denney cases.
In this particular plan, any county whose population over twenty-one years of
age entitles it to one or more senators or representatives has been given the proper
number of seats unless this results in a variation of more than ten per cent from the
"ideal district." Where such variations occur, the county has been combined with
others to bring the total within the permissible range. These combinations were for-
bidden by Denney, but have proved necessary for the observance of the fundamental rule,
embodied in beth state and federal constitutions, of equality of representation. It
is in attempting to reconcile this rule with the equally important principle of pre-
serving local representation, as protected in the state constitution's provisions for
maintaining the integrity of the counties, that difficulties arise. In apportioning
the state, the possible combinations which can be formed are almost infinite in number,
and yet they are curiously self-limiting. Certain districts which would be excellent
in themselves must be discarded because they make it impossible to form acceptable
combinations of the counties surrounding them. Wherever one begins, there must
eventually come An end, and the counties left as this end is approached may prove
utterly resistant to every effort to fit them into the pattern.
There is no intention whatsoever of submitting this plan as one that could or
should be used. It is simply a demonstration of the problems met when the attempt
is made to fit irreproachable theories to inconvenient facts.
With one exception, all districts in this Senate plan come within ten per cent of
the figure for the "ideal district." The figure given in the next to the last column
shows the "percent of ideal district." The last figure is the ratio of actual repre-
sentation to rightful representation. For a discussion of the concepts of 'range of





United States Census of 1960
Total - 2,777,924
Senate seats - 50
Ideal Senate District - 55,558
County Pop. of Rightful Actual Total Seats Average Per cent Ratio of
County Rep., Rep., Pop., in Pop.per of ideal actual
County County District Dis. seat district Rep. to
rightful
Rep.,(See preface to Appendixes, Co.&Dis.
Explanation of Tables.) per cent
(An ideal single-county
district) 51 558 1. 1. 555581 55558 100.00 100.00
Lake 293,316 5.279 5. 293.316 5 58,663 105.59 94.71
LaPorte 58,407 1.051 1. 58,407 1 58,407 105.13 95.12
Tippecanoe 51,444 .926 1. 51,444 1 51'4.4 92.60 108.00
COY1ENT: Benton-Tippecanoe is somewhat more perfect in percentage (104.9% of an ideal
district) but violates our rule that any county is to be given its own repre-
sentation if it is "within the range," and also places 1 smll county with another
7.5 times as large. Warren-Tippecanoe would be even more one-sided.
Marion =.4090 7,633 7. 424,090 7 60,584 109.05 91.70
COMMENT: Marion is within 10% of the ideal for either 7 or 8 seats. For 8 seats the per-
centage of the ideal district would be 95.4. We have chosen not to concentrate 8
overrepresented districts. There are arguments either way.
Vanderburgh 101,805 1.832 2. 101,805 2 50,902 91.62 109.15
CONMENT: Venderburgh is 8.7 times as large as Posey, with which it is often combined.
Separating the two makes it much more difficult to arrive at satisfactory com-
binations in other southern counties, but we have adhered to our rule. The next
enumeration, by some slight shifts, might make some of the almost-possible com-
binations work out perfectly. Posey must go in a district with either Vanderburgh
or Gibson, since they are the only counties with which it is contiguous, whereas
Dubois. for example, touches 8 other counties.
Porter 33,694 .606 .584
Jasper 10,394 .187 .180
57,596 1 57,596 103.67 96.294
Newton 6,784 .122 .118
Benton 6,824 .123 :i18
Starke 10,248 .184 .189
Pulaski 7,450 .134 .137
54,297 1 54,297 97.73 102.322
Rulton 10,522 .189 .194
Cass 26,077 .469 .480
Elkhart 62,650 1.128 1.225
204,609 4 51,152 92.07 108.61
StJoseph 141,959 2.555 2.775
COMMENT: This is the first of 7 districts in which we violate a rule of the Denney case,
and we violate it for both these counties. According to Dnnev, Elkhart would be
entitled to 1 senator, and St. Joseph to 2, unshared in any way. Whether either
would get additional representation would depend upon whether its "surplus" turned
out to be larger than those of other counties.
Elkhart alone is 112.8% of the ideal, and many plans assign it thus,
justifiably, we think, but the 10% rule forbids this.
St. Joseph is more of a problem. Alone for 2 seats the percentage of the
ideal is 127.8; alone for 3 seats it is 85.2. St. Joseph-Marshall is
acceptable at 96.6 for 3 seats, but this is another large-small combination which
we have tried to avoid. As a combined district, it of course conflicts with
Denney also, adding a violation of the rule that a county having less than the
number for an ideal district should not be so grouped with other counties as to
have a voice in the election of more than 1 member. We would not discard the
combination for that reason. But St. Joseph is 7.4 times as large as Marshall,
and less than 2.3 times as large as Elkhart.
Problems of Apportionment
County Pop. Rightful Actual Total Seats Average Per cent Ratio,
Rep., Co. Rep.,Co. Pop. Pop. of ideal per cent
(Another possibility, which we have not seen discussed, is to give Elkhart
1 alone, St. Joseph 2 alone, and create a "combined fractions" type of floterial
in which the 2 counties were given another seat jointly. This would create the
following situation, using the format of our earlier analyses:
County Pop. Seats Rightful Actual County Combined
in Dis. Rep. Rep. Ratio Area
Elkhart 62,650 1 1.128 l.(See below) Total pop.
St.Joseph 14,959 2 2.555 2.(See below) 204,609




St.- oeph 141,959 2.555 2.(Above) 106.426
2.694
(Here El1khart would appear to be overrepresented. As a political reality it
might be that St. Joseph would get 3 seats and Elkhart 1 -- and if the counties
voted at large for 4 Senators the score might be St. Joseph 4, Elkhart 0. Our
conclusion is that there is no perfect solution for this problem. The usefulness
of this type of district is limited, since it must contain only counties each of
%bichhas independent representation, and even then the surpluses must be in
proper proportions to result in a satisfactory total for each county.)
We have seen plans which detach a part of St. Joseph and place it with
Marshall and Starke. This clearly violates any interpretation that could be made
of the state constitution.
Another proposal is the use of fractional voting, whereby St. Joseph would
elect 2 senators by itself and another jointly with Marshall, but in the Joint
district each of St. Joseph's votes would count only as approximately one-fourth
of a vote. There are merits in this proposal, but in a country" where only 43%
of adults know who their Congressman is, and only 30% know when he must next
stand for election (see Gallup poll reported Nov. 7, 1965, Indianapolis Star and
other newspapers) we feel that the complexity of this system would only discourage
voters from attempting to understand how their legislative system works.
LaGrange 9,435 .170 .176
Steuben 10,592 .191 .198
53,517 1 53,517 96.33 103.81
DeKalb 16,784 .302 .314
Noble 16,706 .301 .312
Marshall 19,082 .343 .343
Kosciusko 24,195 .435 .435 55,632 1 55,632 100.13 99.87
Whitley 12,355 .222 .222
Allen 136,967 2.465 2.380
Wells 12,698 .229 .221
Adams 14,066 .253 .24 172,664 3 57,555 103.59 96.53
Blackford 8,933 .161 .155
COMMENT: Allen is another of the "impossibles" under the Denney rules. Given 2 senators
it is 123.3% of the ideal; given 3 it is 82.2%. Distortions of this magnitude
are not only bad in themselves but inevitably create compensating imbalances
elsewhere.
Huntington 20,615 .371 .400
Wabash 19,287 .347 .375
102,950 2 51,475 92.65 107.93
Miami 22,524 .405 .438
Howard 40.524 .729 .787
COMMENT: This is another Denney violation, giving cunties with less than a whole unit of
representation a voice in the selection of more than 1 member. Deney says this
should not be done "wherever it is possible to avoid it." We have found that if
we avoid it in one district we are brought to it in another area.
White 11,844 .213 .234
Carroll 10,272 .185 .203
50,551 1 50,551 90.99 109.90
Clinton 18,965 .341 .375
Tipton 9,470 .170 .188
APPENDIX W-1 P. 3
APPENDIX W- r.4
Problems of Apportionment
County Pop. Rightful Actual Total Seats Average Per cent Ratio,
Rep. ,Co. Rep.-Co. Pop. Pop. of ideal per cent
Hamilton 23,547 .424 .473
99,513 2 49,756 89.56 111.66
Madison 75,966 1.367 1.527
COMMENT: This is the only senate district in which we have exceeded a 10% deviation from
an ideal districtby .44%. Madison, of course, is a county which cannot be left
alone: given 1 seat it is 136.7 of the idea]) given 2, it is 68.4%. See
discussion under Delaware-Grant, below.
Delaware 64,929 1.169 1.182
109,853 2 54,926 98.86 101.15
Grant ".924 .809 .818
COMMENT: Delaware alone given 1 seat would be 116.9% of the ideal, and of course does not
approach enough for 2. The 2 districts of Hamilton-Madison and Delaware-Grant
could be combined, with a total of 209,366, for 4 seats, with 52,341 for each, or
a percentage of 94.2, to avoid the small deficiency in the Hamilton-Madison figure.
This seems unduly to sacrifice the principle of local representation on the altar
of mathematical exactitude.
Fountain ii, 580 .208 .218
Warren 5,068 .091 .095
53,089 1 53,089 95.56 104.65
Montgomery 19,759 .356 .372
Boone 16,682 .300 .314
Vigo 68,157 1.227 1.218
Clay 15,679 .282 .280
Vermillion 11,487 .207 .205 111,954 2 55,977 100.75 99.25
Parke 9,390 .169 .168
Owen 7,241 .130 .129
COMMENT: Vigo is too much for 1-122.7% of the iddl district, and only 61.3% for 2.
Putnam 14,687 .264 .257
Hendricks 23,304 .419 .408 57,107 1 57,107 102.79 97.29
Morgan 19.116 .344 .335
Johnson 25,059 .451 .474
52,909 1 52,909 95.23 105.01
Bartholomew 27,850 .501 .526
Hancock 15,575 .280 .288
Shelby 20,401 .367 .378
Rush 12,071 .217 .223 108.070 2 54,035 97.26 102.82
Fayette 14,500 .261 .268
Wayne 45,523 .819 .842
Henry 29,480 .531 .483
Randolph 17,536 .316 .288 60,976 1 60,976 109.75 91.11
Jay 13,960 .251 .229
Ripley 12,355 .222 .227
Dearborn 16,928 .305 .311
Decatur 11,940 .215 .220 54,399 1 54,399 97.91 102.13
Franklin 9,375 .169 .172
Union 3,801 .068 .070
Ohio 2,552 .046 .044
Switzerland 4,433 .080 .077
57,466 1 57,466 103.43 96.680
Jefferson 14,824 .267 .258
Clark 35,657 .642 .62l
Floyd 30,503 .549 .536
Harrison 11,279 .203 .198
56,920 1 56,920 102.45 97.61
Crawford 5,224 .094 .092
Perry 9,914 .178 .174
Spencer 9,686 .174 .186
Dubois 15,421 .278 .296
Orange 10,509 .189 .202 52,097 1 52,097 93.77 106.64
Martin 5,903 .106 .113
Washington 10,578 .190 .203
APPENDIX W-1 1.
Problems of Apportionment
Pop. Rightful Actual Total Seats Average Percent Ratio,
Lawrence 22,232 .400 .379
Jackson 18,291 .329 .312
58,648 1 58,648 105.56 94.73
Scott 8,165 .147 .139
Jennings 9,960 .179 .170
Posey 11,666 .210 .222
Gibson 18,738 .337 .356
52,647 1 52,647 94.76 105.53
Warrick 13,920 .251 .264
Pike 8,323 .150 .158
Sullivan 14,061 .253 .252
Knox 25,889 .466 .464 55,843 1 55,843 100.51 99.49
Daviess 15,893 .286 .284
Greene 17,145 .309 .309
Monroe 34,316 .618 .619 55,455 1 55,455 99.81 100.19
Brown 3,994 .072 .072
County
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United States Census of 1960
Total -- 2,777,924
House seats -- 100
Ideal House District -- 27,779
County Pop. of Rightful Actual Total Seats Average Per cent Ratio of
County Rep., Rep., Pop., in Pop.per of ideal actual
County County District Dis. seat district Rep. to
rightful
Rep.,
(See Preface to Appendixes, Co.&Dis.
Explanation of Tables. per cent
(An ideal single-county
district) 27.779 1. 1. 27,779 1 27,779 100.00 100.00
Lake 293.316 10.559 Ui. 293,316 U 26.665 95.99 104-18
LaPorte 58,407 2.103 2. 58,407 2 29,203 105.13 95.12
St.Joseph 141-959 5.110 5. 141,959 5 28,392 102.21 97.84
Allen 136,967 4.931 5. 136,967 5 27,393 98.6 101.41
Tippecanoe 51.444 1.852 2. 51,444 2 25,772 92.59- 108.00
Marion 424,090 15.267 15. 424,090 15 28,273 101.78 98.25
Madison 75,966 2.735 3. 75,966 3 25,322 91.16 109.70
Vanderburgh 101,805 3.665 4. 101.805 4 25,451 91.62 109.15
Johnson 25,059 .902 1. 25,059 1 25,059 90.21 110.85
Knox 25,889 .932 1. 25,889 1 25,889 93.20 107.30
Cass 26,077 .939 1. 269077 1 26,077 93.87 106.53
Bartholomew 27,850 1.003 1. 27,850 1 27,850 100.26 99.75
Henry 29,480 1.061 1. 29,480 1 29,480 106.12 94.23
Floyd 30,503 1.098 1. 30,503 1 30,503 109.81 91.07
COMMENT: Fourteen caunties have been assigned 53 seats by this method. The 5 largest
control 40 seats, with a total population of 1,098,137, which is 39.53% of the
total for the state.
Porter 33,694 1.213 1.155
Jasper 10,394 .374 .356
58,322 2 29,161 104.97 95.26
Newton 6,784 .244 .233
Pulaski 7,450 .268 .256
COMMENT: Porter alone given one seat would be 121.3% of an ideal district. See the dis-
cussion of Grant, below.
Kosciusko 24,195 .871 .836
86,845 3 28,948 104.21 95.96
Elkhart 62,650 2.255 2.164
COMMENT: Many of the plans seen have placed Elkhart alone with 2 seats, which gives it a
percentage of 112.8% of the ideal district. In an earlier, more innocent era, we
would have supposed that this was a reasonable assignment, and that Kosciusko
alone with 87.1 was reasonable also. They could be separated without disturbing'
any other districts if that is allowable.
LaGrange 9,435 .340 .361
26,141 1 26,141 94.10 106.27
Noble 16,706 .601 .639
Steuben 10,592 .381 .387
27,376 1 27,376 98.55 101.47
DeKalb 16,784 .604 .613
Starke 10,248 .369 .349
29,330 1 29,330 105.58 94.71
Marshall 19,082 .687 .651
Fulton 10,522 .379 .402
Miami 22,524 .8ll .861 52,333 2 26,166 94.20 106.16
Wabash 19,287 .694 .737
Wells 12,698 .457 .474
26,764 1 26,764 96.35 103.79
Adams 14,066 .506 .526
Problems of Apportionment APPENDIX W-2 P. 2
County Pop. Rightful Actual Total Seats Average Per cent Ratio,
Rep..Co. Rep.,Co. Pop. Pop. of ideal per cent
Whitley 12,355 .445 .476
Huntington 20,615 .742 .794 77,894 3 25,965 93.47 106.99
Grant 4".924 1.617 1.730
COMMENT: Query: What can be done with Whitley? The only contiguous county with which it
forms an acceptable district for 1 seat is Noble. If we disturb the Noble-LaGrange
and Steuben-DeKalb arrangement, it becomes inevitable that either LaGrange must
go into the Elkhart district (Elkhart is 6.6 times as large as LaGrange) or DeKalb
goes into the Allen district. (Allen is more than 8 times as large as DeKalb.)
Furthermore, Allen is almost perfect for 5 seats alone. The only other solution
we have seen puts both LaGrange and Noble with Elkhart into a 3-seat district,
and forms another 3-seat district of Fulton-Kosciusko-Wabash-Whtley-Huntington.
Perhaps this is a better solution than the present one; it cannot, of course, be
substituted at this point, since it involves counties which we have placed in
other combinations. It is true that Huntington and Grant combined are 5.3 times
the size of Whitley alone. But if Huntington is regarded as semi-rural or semi-
urban and Grant as urban or semi-urban, the district has a reasonably fair balance.
Grant is typical of the counties which have too large a population for 1
seat but not enough for 2, without violating the 10% limitation on variances. The
others in this category are Porter, Monroe, Clark, Howard and Wayne, while Elkhart,
Delaware and Vigo fall into the category of too much for 2 and not enough for 3.
If Grant alone were given but 1 seat, the district would be badly undermpresented,
with a population which is 161.7% of the ideal district; if given 2 seats, it
would be overrepresented with a percentage of 80.8.
Grant-Blackford as a 2-seat district gives a reasonable overall percentage,
96.9, but again, Grant is more than 5 times as large as Blackford, and we have
tried to avoid attaching 1 small county to another very much larger one.
Blackford now becomes a problem. It is teasingly near, but not contiguous
with, Huntington, with which it would combine satisfactorily. It is actually
contiguous with Grant, discussed above; with Delaward, which is more than 7 times
its size; with Wells (8,933 plus 12,698 would be 21,631, or only 77.9% of an ideal
district) and with Jay (8,933 plus 13,960 would be 22,893, or 82.4% of an ideal
district.) However, Blackford plus Wells plus Jay would be 35,591; this
combination, besides leaving Adams stranded, is far outside acceptable limits.
Blackford plus Wells plus Adams is worse distorted, with a total of 35,697.
Delaware, alone, is another problem, on a larger scale but of the same type
as Grant and others. If given only the 2 representatives to which it is
clearly entitled, each must represent a population of 32,464, or 116.9% of an ideal
district. If 2 ideal districts are subtracted from 64,929, there is a surplus
of 9,371, which would be 33.7% of another district. If, however, Delaware alone
is given 3 representatives, the districts would be 77.9% of the ideal.
If it is no longer possible to assume that the voters of Delaware County
would prefer to have 2 representatives of their own, even at 116.9%, than to
share with other counties, nd that that preference, if it exists, could be
indulged) then either: 1. Delaware County must be divided, leaving 9,371 of its
voting age population as orphans who must seek shelter in another district;
or 2. The county as a whole must be placed in some combination with others.
Even in so complicated a matter as reapportionment there comes an end to
possibilities.
Blackford 8,933 .322 .339
Jay 13,960 .503 .530 i05 358 4 26,339 94.82 105.46
Randolph 17,536 .631 .666
Delaware 64,929 2.337 2..65
Carroll 10,272 .370 .355
White 11,844 .1+26 .409 28,940 1 28,940 104.18 95.99
Benton 6,824 .246 .236
Clinton 18,965 .683 .638
59,489 2 29,744 107.08 93.39
Howard 40,524 1.459 1.362
Tipton 9,470 .341 .381
Hamilton 23,547 .848 .948 49,699 2 24,849 89.,45 1U..79
Boone 16,682 .601 .671
Problems of Apportionment 'EBDIX W-2 P. 3
County Pop. Rightful Actual Total Seats Average Per cent Ratio,
Rep.,Co. Rep.,Co. POD. Pop. of ideal per cent
COMMENT: A better metheaatical result can be obtained by combining these last 2 districts
to elect 4 representatives from the 5 counties. Tipton, Hamilton and Boone need
304 more people, or 152 for each representative, to come within the 10% limit.
Are we aiming at a result--representation of the interests of the voters in the
various areas--or a method of rigid mathematical precision?
Vermillion 11,487 .414 .408
Fountin 11,580 .417 .412 28,135 1 28,135 101.28 98.735
Warren 5,068 .182 .180
Montgomery 19,759 .711 .678
29,149 1 29,149 104.93 95.300
Parke 9,390 .338 .322
Putnam 14,687 .529 .481
Hendricks 23,304 .839 .763
61,101 2 30,550 109.98 90.93
Morgan 19,116 .688 .626
Brown 3,994 .144 .131
COMMENT: We dislike this district as much as its voters would if it were created.
Vigo 68,157 2.454 2.439
83,836 3 27,945 100.60 99.41
Clay 15,679 .564 .561
Hancock 15,575 .561 .519
Shelby 20,401 .734 .680
59,987 2 29,993 107.97 92.618
Rush 12,071 .435 .402
Decatur 11,940 .430 .398
COMMENT: The problem is complicated in this area by the fact that Marion, Henry, Johnson and
Bartholomew are removed from consideration as parts of combinations. (See p. 1)
Wayne 45,523 1.639 1.517
60,023 2 30,011 108.04 92.56
Fayette 14,500 .522 .483
Union 3,801 .137 .126
Franklin 9,375 .337 .311 30,104 1 30,104 108.37 92.28
Dearborn 16,928 .609 .562
Ohio 2,552 .092 .087
Ripley 12,355 .445 .422
29,300 1 29,300 105.48 94.81
Switzerland 4,433 .160 .151
Jennings 9.960 .359 .340
Clark 35,657 1.284 1.216
Scott 8,165 .294 .278 58,646 2 29,323 105.56 94.73
Jefferson 14,824 .534 .506
Sullivan 14,061 .506 .467
Greene 17,145 .617 .569
Owen 7,241 .261 .240 60,243 2 30,121 108.43 92.22
Daviess 15,893 .572 .528
Martin 5,903 .212 .196
Monroe 34,316 1.235 1.214
56,548 2 28,274 101.78 98.25
Lawrence 22,232 .800 .786
Harrison 11,279 .406 .404
Washington 10,578 .381 .379
Crawford 5,224 .188 .187 55,881 2 27,940 100.58 99.42
Jackson 18,291 .658 .655
Orange 10,509 .378 .376
Pike 8,323 .300 .291
Dab6is 15,421 .555 .539
Warrick 13,920 .501 .486 57,264 2 28,632 103.07 97.02
Spencer 9,686 .349 .338
Perry 97914 .37 .346
Posey 11,666 .420 .384
30,404 1 30,404 109.45 91.37




COMMENT: Thus we end this plan in the spot where Mr. Borden told the members of the
Constitutional Convention that it was customary to begin, "in the pocket," with
Gibson and Posey. If we began there, and, using a computer, formulated blocks,
not of 2,000 each as he described them in 1850, but of 27,779, the results would
be different than if some other starting point were selected. Who will tell the
computer whether to "wrap the districts around the cities," or to set them up
so that fragments of a city go into many different districts? Will such a decision
be made on a non-partisan basis, and if it is, will it necessarily produce the
perfect apportionment?
APPENDIX X
Virginia -- Some Floterial Districts - House of Delegates
Described in Davis v. Mann, 377 U.S. 678, 687, h. 2 (1964)
and referred to in Reynolds v. Sims, 377 U.S 533, 579 n. 59 (1964)
County Pop. Seats Represen- Repre- Ratio of actual representation
or Fed. in tation to sentation to rightful representation.
City Census Dis- which actually Figures are percentages.
1960 trict unit's received
population Each Combined area -
entitles county Floterial. All
it or city interlocking
units included
(Footnote 2 in Davis v. Mann gives ideal district as 36,669)
y 54,790 1 1.494 I.(See below)
CTotal pop.
Amherst 22,953 .626 .295 47.167 77,743
(County) 1 Each seat (2)
38,871
Lynchburg 54,790 1.494 1. (Above) 114.093 Area ratio:
+_.705 (This district) 94.333%
1.705 Total
Apparently the figure for an ideal district given in the footnote as 36,669 is a misprint.
The text, and other sources, including the later case in the District Court, give the
figure as 39.669.
(Using figure for idea, district as 39,669)
Lvc hur c 54,790 1 1.381 l.(See below) Total pop.
Amherst 22,953 .579 .295 51.026 77,743
1 Each seat (2)
Lynchburg 54,790 1.381 1. (Above) 123.428 38,871
.705 Area ratio:
1.705 102.052%
Districts 50 and 59 in Act of 1964, "corrected" by three-judge District Court in Davis v.
Mann. 245 F. Supp. 241, 246, by making entire area one district which will elect two
delegates at large.
Page 15,572 .393 .172 43,708 Total pop.
Rockin - 90,760
ham 39,559 .997 .436(See below) Each seat (2)
1 45,380
Shenandoah 21,825 Area ratio:
.550 .240 43.708 87.415%
Harrisonburg 13,804 .348 .152(See below)
Rockingham 39,559 .997 .436(Above) 118.045
1.177
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Total Voting Population - 2,777,924
Persons 21 Years Of age or over
Ideal House District - 27,779
Based on 1960 United States Census
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
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APPENDIX Y
Floterial districts in Tennessee Act of 1965*
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Qualified voters - 2,092,891**
House seats - 99
Ideal House district - 21,140
County Popula- Seats Rightful Repre- Ratio of actual representation
(Counties tion in Represen- sentation to rightful representation.
under- Dis- tation actually Figures are percentages.
lined are trict received Each Dis- Combined
in more county trict area -
than one NOT Floterial.




Anderson 33,554 1 1.587 1. (See below) Total pop.
Roane 21,957 1 1.039 1. (See below)






Roane 21,957 1.039 1. (Above) 134.362 114.248%
i.96
Madison 36,033 1 1.704 1. (See below) Total pop.
Gibson 27,791 . 1.315 1. (See below) 63,824
Gibson 27,791 1.315 1. (Above) 109.190 Each seat ()
+.Li5 21,275
1 1.435 Area ratio:
Madison 36,033 1.704 1. (Above) 91.790 99.367%+ .J65
1,565
C0%MT: The floterial districts above are of the type we have called "combined fractions,"
cohposed of counties all of which have independent representation. Those below
are of the "unbalanced" type, containing counties some of which do and some do
not have representation outside the floterial district.
Blount 32,849 1 1.554 1. (See below) Total pop.
Blount 32,849 1.554 1. (Above) 109.427 46,903
+ .700 Each seat (2
1.700 23,451
1 Area ratio:
Louden 14,054 .665 .300 -. 072 90.143%
Carter 23,907 1 1.131 1. (See below)
Greene 25,248 1 1.194 1. (See below) Total pop.
Carter 23,907 1.131 1. (Above) 121.363 64,183
+_2._2
1.372 Each seat
jreene 25,248 1.194 1. (Above) 116.667 21,394
1 1.393 Area ratio:
Johnson 6,284 .297 .098 32.937 98.811%
Unicoi 8,744 .414 .136 32.937
N2ur 25,033 1 1.184 1. (See below)




Williamson .14,535 .688 .367 53.427 Area ratio:
106,854%
Tennessee, 1965 APPENDIX Y House of Representatives
County Pop. Seats Rightful Actual Ratio Combined
Rep. Rep. County District Area
Montgomery 30,419 1 1.439 1. (See below) Total pop.
Montgomery 30,419 1.439 1. (Above) 122.00 40,257
+.-756 Each seat (2)
1 1.756 20,128
Houston 2,902 .137 .072 52.513 Area ratio:
Humphreys 6,936 .328 .172 52.513 105.025%
Rutherford 30,347 1 1.436 1. (See below) Total pop.
Rutherford 30,347 1.436 1. (Above) 119.706 42,242
+ .718 Each seat (2)
1.718 21,221
1
Cannon 5,235 .248 .124 50.045 Area ratio:
DeKalb 6,660 .315 .158 50.045 100.090%
* 1965 Public Chapter No. 3, Extraordinary Session (84th General Assembly).
** See Baker v. Carr, 247 F. Supp. 629 (M.D. Term. 1965).
P.2
